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PREFACE 
This publication had its beginning when 
the Meramec Basin Association expressed need 
for a review of the proposed plans and clari-
fication of problems and issues associated 
with development of the Basin. Thus, the pur-
pose of this report is threefold: (1) to re-
view the plans proposed for the Meramec River 
Basin, (2) to identify some of the problems, 
needs and opportunities associated with the 
development of the water resources in the 
Basin and, (3) to discuss alternative courses 
of action, insofar as possible, on the prob-
lems that require action or decisions by pub-
lic bodies. 
The Corps of Engineers, St. Louis 
District, has proposed construction of main-
stream reservoirs and other improvements to 
develop and control the Meramec River and its 
tributaries. The Soil Conservation Service, 
acting for the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
has prepared a plan for headwater reservoirs. 
State agencies have studied the Meramec Basin 
and have reviewed and endorsed the comprehen-
sive plan of the federal agencies, which has 
evolved over a 25-year period of reexamination 
and revision. 
The comprehensive plan for the Basin in-
cludes many elements, but it centers on the 
large reservoirs proposed by the Corps of 
Engineers. Although flood control and water 
supply are important, recreation occupies the 
major role in potential use and benefits. The 
impact of recreational development can be 
large because more than two million people live 
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within and just outside the Basin, largely in 
metropolitan St. Louis. 
Construction of reservoirs and subsequent 
development of the area provide opportunities, 
but also create problems for individuals, 
special districts, municipalities, county and 
state governments. For example, land for pub-
lic use must be acquired from individuals, 
school districts and local roads must be re-
arranged, municipalities must expand facilities 
and local tax revenue may decline temporarily. 
In addition, a portion of the construction costs 
and the annual operation and maintenance costs 
of dams and other structures must be assumed by 
responsible non-federal groups. Thus, non-
federal financing must be arranged. 
Equally challenging, if not more so, is 
the establishment of policies that will encour-
age orderly and desirable development of areas 
near the reservoirs; that is, control conuner-
cial, residential and private recreational 
developments; provide necessary roads, police 
protection, public services and utilities and 
prevent water pollution. 
Who is to assume the responsibility for 
planning and coordinating all the activities 
resulting from or influenced by construction 
of a reservoir? What are the different ways 
of achieving the desired goals? 
The report does not necessarily endorse 
or oppose a plan of action promoted by any 
agency or organization. Conclusions and 
recommendations were avoided which advance a 
single approach. Rather, an attempt was made 
to focus on matters not covered by proposals 
of the federal agencies. 
The r eport does not evaluate plans pro-
posed by the various agencies, neither doe s 
it determine whether such plans are adequate 
and economically justified; rather, it focu ses 
on the major need s which are now evident or 
will become so as the plans are implemented. 
Residents in the Meramec Basin will be 
called upon to make many public decisions if 
present plans are carried out. If wise deci-
sions are to be made an effective educational 
program must precede the decision making. An 
educational program means that the problems 
are identified and alternative solutions are 
considered. It is believed that this report 
includes some of the information which should 
be included in an educational program, conse-
quently its value will lie chiefly in its edu-
cational use. 
Alternatives are discussed, but in some 
cases additional questions are raised for fur-
ther consideration. Adequate data were not 
always available to clarify thoroughly all the 
manifest and. latent consequences of alterna-
tive cour ses of action. But this report should 
be useful to Missouri citizen s who are concern-
ed with the problems and opportunities associ-
ated with development of the water resources in 
the Meramec Basin. 
Grateful acknowledgment is given to repre-
sentatives of the Meramec Basin Association, 
Corps of Engineers, Soil Conservation Service, 
Forest Service and the state agencies, espe-
cially the Water Resources Board, State Park 
Board, Department of Conservation, Department 
of Commerce and Industrial Development, and 
Inter-Agency Council for Outdoor Recreation, 
county officials and numerous individuals who 
cooperated by providing information used in 
this publication. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
In reviewing the plans for developing the 
water resources in the Meramec River Basin, 
two major problems were identified: (1) the 
need to provide for non-federal funds required 
for the proposed projects, and (2) the need 
for planning and public control in order to 
assure orderly development of the area. 
Providing for Non-Federal Funds 
In the most recent proposal of the Corps 
of Engineers an estimated $15,606,500 are re-
quired from non-federal sources if the five 
reservoirs and 19 angler-use sites, currently 
recommended, are constructed. The federal 
government would contribute $99,664,500 to 
these projects making a total cost of 
$115,271,000. Construction costs allocated 
to non-federal sources were divided between 
water supply storage ($9,015,000) and recrea-
tion ($6,591,000). 
The share of annual costs which must be 
assumed by non-federal sources was also esti-
mated and allocated between water supply stor-
age ($44,700) and recreation ($296,500). 
The need is to provide these non-federal 
funds. Securing funds for water supply stor-
age costs should be assured because of recent 
state legislation. The 73rd General Assembly 
authorized a Water Development Fund specifi-
cally for the purpose of purchasing municipal 
and industrial water supply storage in public 
works projects. Money from general revenue 
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can be transferred to the Missouri Water 
Development Fund by the General Assembly. 
Users will, in turn, pay for the water used 
at costs designed to return the investment of 
state funds. 
Securing funds for recreation costs is 
another matter. The Meramec Park and Union 
reservoirs do not require non-federal recrea-
tion funds for construction. However, if the 
remaining recommended projects of the Corps 
of Engineers are to be constructed, an esti-
mated $6,591,500 will be required plus assur-
ance that annual costs will be met. 
In the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
plan the Soil Conservation Service has pro-
posed construction of 42 small headwater res-
ervoirs. Presently this is done by forming 
watershed subdistricts. A subdistrict, formed 
within an established Soil and Water Conserva-
tion District, may levy up to 4 mills tax on 
real property for operation and maintenance 
expenses. This program has been hampered be-
cause (1) a district does not have the power 
of eminent domain, and (2) it has no source 
of funds to purchase sites for reservoirs. 
Eighteen additional proposed reservoirs 
in the U.S. Department of Agriculture plan are 
within the boundaries of the Clark National 
Forest. They will be planned, constructed, 
and financed when federal appropriations are 
made to the Forest Service. Local funds are 
not required. 
Private organizations and municipal, 
county and state governments were evaluated 
in an effort to ascertain their capabilities 
of financing projects in the Basin. The fol-
lowing conclusions were reached: 
1. Private organizations such as the Meramec 
Basin Association cannot provide the non-
federal funds which are required. 
2. Municipalities are capable of providing a 
portion of local funds needed. A broader 
tax base than municipalities would be 
needed for non-federal funds required 
for the larger Corps reservoirs. Munici-
palities could join with the Soil Conser-
vation Service or the Corps and provide 
local funds required for headwater reser-
voirs. 
3. Counties can provide the funds required 
for the Corps projects through the prop-
erty tax but whether they would choose to 
do so is not known. 
4. The state government is capable of fur-
nishing the non-federal funds, but new 
sources of revenue, redistribution of 
present funds or a bond issue may be re-
quired. The Governor indicated that the 
State will assume its responsibilities 
but no specific plan for financing the 
program has been made public. 
Inquiry into alternative sources of 
revenue leads to these conclusions: 
1. A tax levy of 1.14 mills on the current 
assessed value of property in the Meramec 
Basin would be sufficient to pay con-
struction and annual costs of projects 
now recommended by the Corps. If annual 
costs could be covered from user fees or 
other sources, only .54 mills would be 
required to pay construction costs. 
2. Substantial revenue can be obtained from 
user or permit fees. Among these are: 
automobile permits, boating permits, and 
camping permits. 
3. The allocation of state tax refunds on 
motor boat fuel to water development 
projects could be a major source of funds. 
4. The leasing of home sites could be a major 
source of revenue provided a public agency 
were established to acquire land and ad-
minister the program. 
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5. A capital gains tax on land that will be 
enhanced in value as a result of building 
the reservoirs could be a significant 
source of revenue. 
Providing for Planning and Public Control 
The second major problem area is the need 
to plan for development that will be orderly 
and compatible. Failure to do so may result 
in residential or recreational areas located 
next to industrial developments; residential 
lots so small that on-site sewers and water 
systems lead to pollution; strip building 
along major roads; undesirable commercial de-
velopment adjacent to public parks, and other 
problems associated with urban-fringe develop-
ment. Planning is especially important for 
the Lower Meramec Basin which includes part 
of metropolitan St. Louis. Lack of planning 
for an adequate system of roads, airports and 
rapid transit may adversely affect the growth 
and use of the area. 
Public control would make it possible to 
acquire or set aside sites for reservoirs to 
be constructed in the Basin. Presently there 
is no public body equipped to do this. It is 
reasonable to assume that less money would be 
required to set aside or purchase reservoir 
sites now rather than after they have been de-
veloped for other purposes. 
To protect the interest of the public, 
the Corps of Engineers follows a policy of 
acquiring a minimum band of 300 feet of land 
above the flood pool level of each reservoir. 
It has been suggested that this width is ex-
cessive and that a narrower "collar" would be 
sufficient. Others feel that more land should 
be acquired by the public. In essence, the 
300 foot "collar" is a form of zoning, but 
private developments of any kind generally 
are prohibited on this area. Zoning is a tool 
for public control without public acquisition 
of land and may be effective if preceded by a 
we ll-pre pared plan. 
With hundreds of miles of shoreline plan-
ned for reservoirs in the Basin, areas of suf-
ficient size will be set aside for public 
beaches, boating ramps, picnic areas and other 
public needs; but there will be many miles of 
relatively unus ed shoreline. Should certain 
sites, within the 300 feet, be leased for pri-
vate development? Or is it desirable to pro-
hibit any kind of cormnercial development within 
300 feet? Income from leases could be a major 
source of income. 
The answer hinges on whether risk capital 
can be attracted to the Basin in sufficient 
amounts to provide for optimum development if 
th e 300 foot "collar" is imposed, If the pub-
lic could gain by having more private develop-
ment, it would be desirable to establish 
policies that will attract private developers 
to construct and operate facilities in certain 
areas which, in turn, would promote the eco-
nomic growth of the area, yet protect the pub-
lic interest, 
At the present time the Corps has no means 
of controlling the use of privately owned land 
outside that which they have required, The 
Soil Conservation Service has no control over 
the land around the impoundments built under 
its program, The Forest Service would control 
the land around impoundments built on Forest 
Service land but has no authority over nearby 
privately owned land. 
The capabilities of private organizations, 
local and state governments, to effectively 
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influence the orderly development of the area 
were examined, warranting th e following gener-
alizations: 
1, Private organizations such as Chambers of 
Commerce and the Meramec Basin Association 
are not legally constituted to control 
development. However, they can be active 
in making people aware of the need. 
2. Municipalities are an ineffective level of 
government to rely upon for public control 
of development within the Basin because of 
geographic and legal limitations. They 
have planning-zoning powers within the 
incorporated area, but no extraterritorial 
power to zone. 
3, Counties have planning-zoning powers but 
few in the Basin have voted to adopt 
planning-zoning and there is considerable 
doubt whether all will, or whether co-
ordination can be achieved if they do. 
Rural county governments are inadequately 
structured to cope with urban problems 
which may arise as the Basin is developed. 
4. The state government does not have zoning 
powers and it is incapable at present of 
adequately controlling expected develop-
ment in the Basin, The multiplicity of 
agencies concerned with water resource de-
velopment and use may aggravate the prob-
lem of guiding or assisting development. 
Two other types of governmental units for 
implementing and coordinating Basin plans were 
examined: (1) the conservancy district, and 
(2) the multi-purpose district. 
The conservancy district has many advan-
tages, 
1. Enabling legislation makes it possible to 
form a district without prior authoriza-
tion by the General Assembly. 
2. Relatively easy initiation. 
3, Adequate taxing power. 
4. Superior geographic size (compared to 
counties and municipalities) and adequate 
power of condemnation and planning. 
Two major disadvantages of the conservancy 
district approach are: 
1. Inadequate zoning power und er existing 
legislation. 
2. Inadequat e authority to cope with prob-
lems associated with urban fringe areas, 
The mult i-purpose district, used by sev-
eral states, has a major advantage because it 
assures public control and can provide munici-
pal type services, A disadvantage of the 
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multi -purpose district is the present lack of 
enabling legislation in Missouri and the 
anticipated difficulty in gaining it, Con-
sequently, an achievable alternative may be 
to amend the conservancy di s trict legislation 
to permit zoning and add other modifications 
as needed, 
THE SETTING 
Defining the Area 
The Merarnec River Basin, which has long 
been under consideration for water resource 
development, is located to the southwest of 
the St. Louis metropolitan area . The hydro-
logic boundaries include roughly one quarter 
of southern St. Louis County and al l or parts 
of fourteen other counties. (Figure 1.) 
The Basin includes 3980 square rniles.l 
It is a highly forested plateau and includes 
one main river, the Merarnec, wh ich drains 
northeastward into the Mississippi River, and 
two large tributary s tr eams (the Big and 
Bourbeuse) which drain into the Merarnec. 
The population of the Basin in 1960 was 
212,000 with about one-half residing in the 
St. Louis metropolitan area. However, within 
close driving distance are 2,000,000 people, 
many of whom wi ll use a recreationally devel-
oped Basin. In the Bas in are numerous govern-
mental units including municipalities, school 
districts and other special distric t s. Even 
though the Basin is near St. Louis, its south 
central part is one of the least populated 
sections in the eastern half of the United 
States. 
lEdward L. Ullman, Ronald R. Boyce, 
Donald J. Volk, The Merarnec Basin Water and 
Economic Development, A Report to the Merarnec 
Basin Corporation (St. Loui s : Merarnec Basin 
Research Project, Washington University, 
Vol. I, 1962), p. 13. 
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Early Plans of Corps of Engineers 
Plans for the construction of reservoirs 
in the Merarnec Basin have been in progress 
since first authorized by the 75th Congress of 
the United States in 1938.2 The Flood Control 
Act of that year was part of the Comprehensive 
Flood Control Plan for the Ohio and Mississippi 
Rivers, and in pursuance of the Act, the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers made sugges tions 
for the Merarnec Basin. In 1941 Congress author -
ized pr eparation of definite project reports for 
two reservoirs, one on the Merarnec River and the 
other on the Big River. In 1943, the Corps re-
ceived authorization to extend the scope of its 
study to include "alternate or supplemental res-
ervoirs on the upper Merarnec, Big, and Bourbeu se 
Rivers. 113 In the same year the Merarnec Basin 
was designated as one of three basins to be made 
the subject of cooperative federal and state 
endeavor; that is, federal and state agencie s 
wou ld cooperate in s tudying the Basin. Fourteen 
state and federal agencies participated, and the 
results were published by the Corps in 1949. 
The 1949 report of the Corps recommended 
that three darns be built (Merarnec Park reservoir 
on the Merarnec, Union reservoir on the Bourbeuse, 
and Cedar Hill reservoir on the Big River) 
2u.s. Army Engineer District, St . Louis, 
Corps of Engineers, Informational Brochure--
Multiple Purpose Reservoirs--Merarnec Basin, 
(Sept. 1949), p. 1. 
3Ibid. 
primarily for flood control purposes, althou gh 
recreation was listed as a fourth priority 
item. The total land acquisition needed was 
estimated at 61,500 acres.l 
Also included in the 1949 report was _a 
i 
"compr ehensive program for better land use'. 11 
The plan was prepared by the various partici-
pating governmental agencies with the objec-
tive of increasing productivity of forests 
and farms. These supplementary plans included 
construction of minor r etarding dams for flood 
control located upstr eam from the major Corps 
dams. 
The Corps did not pursue it s plans from 
1949 to 1958 . The reason was the appearance 
of organized opposition at four hearings held 
at Union, Sullivan, Hillsboro, and St. Louis. 2 
The opponents included nature lovers, land 
owners who would be displaced by the projects, 
and others. Their reason for dissent included 
the fact that the reservoirs wer e primarily 
for purposes of flood control and navigation. 
Emphasis on these purposes meant the Corps 
would build high elevation dams, and there 
would be a great degree of fluctuation in 
water levels of the reservoirs due to re-
leases for navigation purposes. Opponents, 
then, felt that recreation should be a prior-
ity item and that serious fluctuations would 
reduce drastically any recreational benefits. 
The fact that opponents were organized, and 
proponents apathetic, resulted in the then 
Governor of Missouri, Forrest Smith, objecting 
1u.s. Army Engineer District, St. Louis, 
Corps of Engineers, Meramec River Missouri--
Formation of the Plan of Development (April 
1962), p. 4. 
2Interview wi th A. J. Tiefenbrun, 
St. Louis Di s trict Engineer, Nov. 3, 1965. 
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to and withholding approval of the project.3 
Furthermore, proponents were under the impres-
sion that the Corps would proceed in any event . 
Instead, plans were shelved and it was not 
until 1958 that a group was organized to sup-
port a sound deve lopment plan for the Basin. 
Formation of Meramec Basin Corr-oration 
and the Meramec Basin Association 
A nonprofit association, th e Meramec Basin 
Corporation, was organized in 1958 by both 
opponents and proponents to secure an exten-
sive study of the Basin and to "conduct a pub-
lic information program in connection" with 
the study .4 The 59 members of the Board of 
Directors included farmers, business and pro-
fessional people who resided in the Bas in. 
Financial support came from contributions 
from interested businesses, foundat ions , and 
individuals. One of the Corporations's fir st 
actions was to initiate a Meramec Basin 
Research Project, located at Washington Uni-
versity in St. Louis, which prepared and pub-
lished a report with reconnnendations in April 
1962.5 Another action of the Corporation in-
volved organizing a Meramec Basin Cooperative 
Planning Connnittee to work with and coordinate 
the efforts of federal and state agencies in 
the planning process. 
Though the Meramec Corporation gave impe-
tus to the Basin project, it found itself ham-
pered by its articles of incorporation. It 
was a nonprofit association, where tax status 
3Ibid. 
4u.s. Army Engineer District St. Louis 
Report, April, 1962. 
5ullman, Boyce, Volk, Vol. I, II, III. 
prevented it from actively recruiting members 
from the public at large , or lobby ing for and 
agains t proposal s . For these r easons , the 
Meramec Bas in Corporation was inactivated in 
1964, and the Meramec Association was formed . 
The new association is able to r ecruit memb ers 
from the public and engage in l egislative and 
promotional activities. It s objective, as 
stated in the Articles of Incorporation, is 
to promote the general we lfare of the people 
in the Basin and to s ecur e the pr eservation, 
sound us e and proper development of the re-
sources of the area. 1 
Late in 1965, the Meramec Basin Coopera-
tive Planning Committee was reorganiz ed under 
the sponsorship of the office of the Governor 
and the Meramec Basin Association. Its purpose 
is to provide a means of discuss ion and under-
standing be t ween local citizens and s tat e and 
federal agencies. 
Revision of Plans by Corps of Engineers 
Perhaps because of the stimulus of the 
Meramec Basin Corporation and other factor s , 
the United States Army Corps of Engineers con-
tinued to revise its plans. Furthermore, on 
April 6, 1960, the House Public Works Committee 
directed the Corps to res tudy the Meramec 
Basin, and provided funds for the purpose. 
Again, the Corps was directed to coordinate 
it s e ffort s with other state and federal agen-
cies. 
In 1961, two public hear ings were held 
and, according to the Corps, the response 
"confirmed the need for comprehensive 
lFrom Articles of Incorporation, Meramec 
Basin Assoc iation , Kirkwood, Missouri. 
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development of a ll of the water resource s of 
the Meramec Basin, as well as for flood con-
trol and recrea tional use. 11 2 Another r eport 
was published in April 1962, in which the Corps 
stat ed it had con s idered as many as thirty-six 
dam s it es , but had selected nine major re ser-
voirs. (Table 1.) 
In April 1964, the Corps published still 
another report entitled, The Meramec River 
Basin--Comprehensive Basin Study Information 
Bulletin. In this report the Corps stated it 
had reinvestigated 253 headwater and tributary 
impoundment s ites , of which twelve wer e r e -
tained for de tailed economic study, and t we lve 
assigned to the Soil Conservation Service. 3 
Included for the first time was consideration 
of angler-use sites. By the time the r e port 
was released, t wenty- s ix angler-use sites had 
been s tudied, of which nine would be accessi-
ble by boat only. Inclusion of these sites 
reflected the greater emphasis on recreation 
over earlier reports. Table 1 shows the pro-
jects recommended in the 1964 plan. 
In a supplemental report on October 8, 1965, 
further modifications in the plan were reported, 
both with respect to construction and costs.4 
The District Engineer recommended development 
of the Basin, but included a somewhat different 
2u.s. Army Engineer District St. Louis 
Report, April, 1962, p. 5. 
3By Public Law 566, the Soil Conservation 
Service normally constructs reservoirs having 
a total storage capacity of l ess than 25,000 
acre-feet and flood control s torage capacity 
of l ess than 12,500 acre-feet. 
4u.s. Corps of Engineers, Lowe r Mississippi 
Valley Divi s ion, Supplemental Notice of Compr e -
hens ive Basin Study of Meramec River, Missouri, 
(Oct. 8, 1965). 
TABLE 1 
RESERVOIRS AND OTHER PROJECTS UNDER STUDY AT 
VARIOUS TIMES BY THE CORPS 
OF ENGINEERS 
1949 
Meramec Park 
Union 
Cedar Hill 
+ minor upstream 
dams 
1962 
Meramec Park 
Virginia Mines 
Salem 
Rolla 
Union 
Pine Ford 
Washington Park 
Irondale 
Rosebud 
1964 
Pine Ford 
Irondale 
Meramec Park 
Union 
Tributary 
I-26 
I-28 
I-38 
Headwater 
H-3 
H-SA 
H-8 
H-9 
H-13A 
H-25 
21 angler-use sites 
5 local protection 
projects 
1965 
Meramec Park 
Union 
Pine Ford 
Irondale 
I-38 
19 angler-use 
sitesa 
aTributary reservoirs I-26 and I-28 were excluded, according to the Corps, 
because they were no longer economically justified, The headwaters reservoirs 
are now excluded from the plan because there is already authority for either the 
Corps or the Soil Conservation Service to construct them. Also, two angler-use 
sites were excluded because they are not needed until I-26 is completed; local 
protection projects were excluded because they should not be constructed until 
all other projects have been completed. 
set of priorities. For example, development 
was recormnended for "flood control, recrea-
tion, water supply, water quality control, 
and fish and wildlife conservation •••• " 
Recreation, then, was priority item number 
two, and only federal legislation requirements 
continued flood control as the basic or jus-
tifying purpose. Also, the recormnendation 
for authorization was limited to Meramec Park, 
Union, Pine Ford, Irondale, and I-38 reser-
voirs, and 19 angler-use sites.1 (Table 1.) 
libid., p. 10. 
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The Ullman ReP-ort 
The Meramec Basin Research Project pub-
lished a three volume report in 1962.2 It in-
cludes an understandable bias with respect to 
recormnendations for location of reservoirs. As 
the report states, "the major problems and 
opportunities for water resource development 
2Edward L. Ullman, Ronald R. Boyce, and 
Donald Volk, The Meramec Basin Water and 
Economic Development, Report of the Meramec 
Basin Research Project to the Meramec Basin 
Corporation (St. Louis: Washington Univer-
s ity, 1962). 
of the Meramec lie in recreation"l (emphasis 
added). Given this basic assumption, and the 
fact that most of the users of the reservoirs 
would be from the St. Louis metropolitan area, 
it is not surprising to find r ecommendations 
for re servoir sites as close to the metropoli-
tan area as possible , including one identified 
as Lake Pacific, which would innundate five-
sixths of the town of Pacific as well as part 
of several other communities. Six sites were 
r ecommended, all of which were located in the 
lower basin considerably be low where the Corps 
had planned their projects. Other recommenda-
tions of the report include the following:2 
1. Purchase of land surrounding the reser-
voirs by "an administrative agency--
state agency, joint county authority, 
[or] conservancy district" to control 
development. 
2. Cooperation be t ween the "relevant local 
governmental" agency in the Basin and 
appropriate state and f ederal agencies 
to achieve flood damage r eduction. 
3 . Counties in the flood plain be given 
authority to develop flood-plain zoning 
similar to that being considered by 
St. Louis County. 
4. State legi s lation be passed to allow 
"the relevant s tate agency to regulate 
channel encroachment s on the streams in 
the state." 
5. A state-established water quality pro-
gram be enacted to collect basic data 
for surface and ground water in coopera-
tion with the U.S. Geological Survey. 
6. The s tat e provide funds to aid conser-
v ancy district s, particularly wher e bene -
fits accrue to those living beyong the 
district's boundaries. 
7. County planning boards be es tablished in 
all affected counties to aid in control-
ling development. 
1rbid. , Vol. 1, p. 49. 
2rbid., pp. 49-54, 81. 
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8. The state pass an anti-litter law applica-
ble to s treams. 
9 . A new agency be es tablished to •~andle 
some of the functions and problems of 
water resource development." (For pur-
poses of the Re port, the agency is dubbed 
the Meramec Regional Water Agency.) 
10. An agency such as a Meramec Regional Water 
Agency should be created to control and 
promote recreation similar to the Muskingum 
Conservancy District in Ohio. (Three forms 
for the MRWA are suggested: (a) a multiple-
county district, (b) a nonprofit corpora-
tion, and (c) a cons ervancy district. The 
major problem with a conservancy district, 
say the authors, is that it excludes the 
major user population in the area--
St. Louis inhabitants--and for this reason 
the present conservancy district legisla-
tion should be amended to allow inclusion 
of the St. Louis area.) 
Some of these recommendations involve new 
l egislation and others urge ac tion and coopera-
tion under exi s ting legi s lation. 
The U.S. Forest Service ReRort 
Another r e port on development of the 
Meramec Basin was prepared by the Forest Serv-
ice, U.S. Department of Agriculture, in co-
operation with the Corps.3 
One-sixth of the Basin area i s located in 
the Clark Na tional Forest but 52 percent of 
the land area within the present boundaries is 
privately owned. The Forest Service i s natu-
rally concerned with construction of headwater 
or tributary reservoirs, because thi s could re-
sult in substantial private dev e lopment without 
controls. Therefore, the Forest Service rec-
ommended public acquisition of lands suitable 
3u.s. De partment of Agriculture, Fores t 
Service, Analys is of Impacts Upon the Adminis-
tration, Management, and Use of the Clark 
National Forest and Upon Forest Resources, 
1963. 
for access and recreation along with land 
needed for impoundment. With r es pec t to land 
lying within the Forest and adjoining poten-
tia l r eservoir areas, the Forest Service r ec-
ommended 
having a single public agency r es pon s ible 
for the admini s tration and management of 
all lands and facilities surrounding the 
reservoir which are not needed for flood 
control works.1 
The Forest Service also recommend ed pub-
lic acquisition of land north of the Clark 
National Forest, and east of the proposed 
Meramec Park res ervoir, because thi s area 
would be rapidly deve loped by private inter-
ests once construction of the Meramec Park 
reservoir was underway. Dev e lopment would 
"obligate National Forest Lands for access 
roads, power facilities, communications, dump 
grounds, e tc., and yet public management would 
have no control over the kind or number of 
private developments. 11 2 
The U.S. DeRartment of Agriculture ReP-Ort 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture is 
authorized to participate in basin planning 
under the Watershed Protection and Flood Pr e -
vention Act, 3 "in accordance with Memorandum 
of Understanding dated February 2, 1956, be-
tween the Administrators of the Soil Conser-
vation Service, and the Forest Service.4 
According to Departmental information, the 
libid., p. 28. 
2Ibid., p. 20. 
3 
.P.B. 566, Sec. 6. 
4u.s. Department of Agriculture Report, 
prepared by the Soil Conservation Service, 
the Economic Research Service, the Forest 
Service , and the State of Missouri; Meramec 
River Basin--Missouri (Lincoln, Nebraska: 
1965), p. 3 of appendix. 
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"report complements a r elat ed s tudy by the U.S. 
Corps of Engineers, 115 and gives the following 
as its ob j ec tives . 
Th e purpos e of the De partment of Agricul-
tur e ' s participation in the survey is to 
contribute to a comprehensive plan for the 
c oordinat ed and orderly development, man-
agement, and use of the wat er and related 
land r esourc es of the Meramec River Basin. 
Such a plan would provide for the highest 
level of long-term benefit s t o the people 
of th e basin, adjacent communities and 
the nation.6 
The plan will encompass the following: 
A. Identification and des ign of an inter-
re lated system of structural measures 
for water control and water resource de-
velopment and a pattern of r e lated land 
use and tr eatment whereby long-range 
proj ect needs are effectively satisfied. 
B. Identifica tion of those elements of the 
overall water management and control sys-
tem and land use required to s atisfy 
immediate needs. 
C. Identification of those elements of the 
plan which should be carried out by the 
USDA. 
In other sections of the report, the USDA 
point ed out that "investigations in all the 
major tributary streams and h eadwat ers s tr eams 
of the Meramec Basin revealed many instances of 
severe flood damage that can be prevented, or 
at least greatly reduced by installation of up-
stream watershed protection measures and flood 
prevention structures. 11 7 The Department con-
cluded, therefore, that small structures were 
needed on headwater and tributary streams, and 
recommended that sixty reservoirs be built. 
The State Recreation Plan 
The State of Missouri examined the Meramec 
5Ibid., p. 2. 
6Ibid., p. 4 of appendix. 
7 rbid., p. 120. 
Basin in its study of recreation potential; a 
s tudy r equired to qualify the state for fed-
eral l and and wa t er conservation funds. In 
this endeavor, the Missouri Conservation 
De partment provided l eadership for all state 
agencies in developing a "skeleton" r ecreation 
plan.1 After surveying and analyzing existing 
facilities and assessing future needs, the 
Conservation Department urged action on the 
following: 
Comprehensive planning, both s tat ewide and 
local, of which outdoor recreation is a 
part. 
Passage of legislation to provide govern-
mental organization at the state level to 
coordinate recreation planning and admin-
ister special r ecr eation programs. 
Finding ways to finance public r ecr eation 
programs adequately. 
Identification and removal of barriers 
whi ch discourage or prevent private owners 
from providing more r ecr eational oppor-
tunities and services. 2 
lMissouri Conservation Department, rough 
draft of recreation plan to qualify the state 
for land and wa t er conservation funds. 
(P.L. 88-578) 
2Ibid., p. 3 . 
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The Department's report discussed recre-
a tional needs of the St. Loui s metropolitan 
area, and point ed out that, based upon popu-
lation proj ections, the area will have a 
shortage of about 30 ,000 acres of r ecreational 
land by 1980 (according to generally accepted 
standards of 25 acres for each 1,000 people). 
Also, that during the past t en years St. Louis 
has added less than one hundred acres to its 
park system, and these additions were made at 
high cost. For the metropolitan area, accord-
ing to the report, water needs could be met in 
two different ways, (1) "by building small im-
poundments locally, or (2) through development 
of the Meramec Basin. 11 3 However, "adverse 
geology has and will continue to play a major 
role in finding suitable small lake sites in 
the area. 114 Therefore, a conclusion can be 
drawn that the greatest recreation potential 
for the St. Louis area lies in deve loping the 
Meramec Basin. 
3Ibid., pp. 32-35 -- analysis. 
4rb id. 
THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS PLAN 
Current Recommendations 
The Corps of Engineers currently recom-
mends initial construction of five reservoirs 
and 19 angler-use sites 1 in the Meramec 
Basin.2 These projects are a part of the 
overall comprehensive plan for the basin re-
leased January 1964.3 
tion 
The Corps stated that 11 following comple-
. (of the above projects) the remain-
ing elements in the basin plan should be 
examined to determine their need and economic 
justification at that time. 114 The five reser-
voirs and 19 angler-use sites are designed "to 
meet the immediate and near future needs of 
the basin for flood control, recreation, water 
supply, water quality control and fish and 
wildlife conservation."5 
The location of each reservoir and angler-
use site currently recommended for initial 
lAngler-use sites are small tracts of 
land about seven acres in size, publicly 
owned for the purpose of providing access to 
streams without trespassing on private land. 
Zu.s. Army Engineer District, St. Louis, 
Corps of Engineers, Meramec River Basin 
Information Bulletin; Review of Comprehensive 
Basin Study, Oct. 1965, pp. 4-5. 
3u.s. Army Engineer District, St. Louis, 
Corps of Engineers, Meramec River Missouri-
Comprehensive Basin Study, Jan. 1964. 
4u.s. Army Engineer District, St. Louis, 
Corps of Engineers, Meramec River Basin-
Information Bulletin, Review of Comprehensive 
Basin Study, Oct. 1965, p. 5. 
5Ibid. 
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authorization and construction as well as 
those included in the comprehensive basin 
plan is shown in Figure 1.6 
The largest reservoir, designated as 
Meramec Park, is located just upstream from 
the Meramec State Park on the Meramec River. 
The Union reservoir will be created by impound-
ing the Bourbeuse River near Union. The Pine 
Ford reservoir is located on the Big River 
near the eastern edge of the basin and farther 
upstream on the Big River near Irondale is the 
reservoir by that name. A smaller reservoir, 
designated as I-38, lies upstream on the 
Bourbeuse near the western edge of the basin. 
Estimated Cost of Recommended Projects 
The five reservoirs and 19 angler-use· 
sites currently recorrmended by the Corps for 
initial authorization were estimated to cost 
$115,271,000. Of this amount, $99,664,500 
would come from federal sources and $15,606,500 
would be required from non-federal sources. 
The non-federal construction costs were divided 
between water supply at $9,015,000 and recrea-
tion at $6,591,500. Annual costs for opera-
tion, maintenance and major replacements were 
estimated at $1,230,900 of which $890,100 
would be federal and $340,800 non-federal.7 
6Ibid., p. 15. 
7see Tables 3, 4, 5 for detailed costs by 
project. 
Figure 1 
N 
1/:;, RESERVOIR 
0 ANGLER • USE SITE 
MERAMEC RIVER, MISSOURI 
BASIN PLAN 
U.S. Corps of Engineers 
October 1965 
.scALC IN MfLU 
1;115ZS,.,j ===a 
I O I 2 ~ 4 5. II) 
Non-Federal Financing Required 
National water policies determine how the 
costs of Corps of Engineer projects are allo-
cated between federal and non-federal sources. 
These policies have been established by Con-
gress over many years but the most significant 
and controlling aspects of present policies 
are of relatively recent origin. 1 
Two reservoirs, Meramec Park and Union 
were authorized in the Flood Control Act of 
1938. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors only recently ruled that since these 
two reservoirs had been authorized and pre-
construction planning had been initiated prior 
to enactment of the Federal Water Project 
Recreation Act of 1965, costs would be allo-
cated in accordanc e with previous Corps policy 
and no local contribution would be required 
for recreation at these two reservoirs. 2 The 
remaining three reservoirs and angler-use 
sites will have costs allocated under the new 
policies. 
In the Meramec Basin the policies of 
major concern are those r e lating to flood con-
trol, wa ter quality, water supply, and recrea-
tion. Consequently, current policies relating 
to each will be described briefly in order to 
clarify the basis on which non-federal costs 
were determined. 
lEugene W. Weber, Deputy Director of 
Civil Works for Policy, Office of the Chie f 
of Engineers, U.S. Army, "Present Water 
Development Policies of the Corps of Engi-
neer s . 11 Paper read before th e Extension 
workshop on Policies Relating to Water, 
Purdue University, Nov. 3, 1965. 
2u.s. Army Engineer District, St. Loui s , 
Mimeographed News Re lease, dated Jan. 17, 
1966. 
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National Water Policies 
Flood Control.--Current flood control co s t-
sharing is based on provisions of the 1936 
Flood Control Act as amended by the Acts of 
1938 and 1941. 
The entire cost allocable to flood control 
in reservoir projects and the construction costs 
of local protection projects is generally 
assumed by the federal government. 
In the construction of local protection 
projects, assurance must be given by the state, 
a political subdivision or responsible local 
agencies that they will: 
a. Provide without cost to the United States 
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
necessary for the construction of the pro-
ject, except as otherwi se provided herein; 
b. Hold and save the United States free from 
damages due to the construction works; 
c. Maintain and operate all the works after 
completion in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secre tary of the Army. 
These "a-b-c provisions have been included 
in each authorization act s ince 1936 . 11 3 
Water Quality Control.--In general, all 
costs allocated to water quality control are 
as sumed by the federal government if the bene-
fits are widespread. 
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 
1961 amended Public Law 84-660 to include stor-
age in federal project s for regulation of s tr eam 
fl ow for water quality control under certain 
conditions.4 These conditions include 
3Ibid., p. 4. 
4P.L. 87-88. 
interstate and geographic considerations, type 
of pollutants, availability of alternative 
so lutions, distribution and costs of pollution 
abatement, measures for which stream-flow r egu-
lation i s a necessary supplement, number and 
diversity of beneficiaries, and special fed-
era l interest areas. 1 
Water Supply.--The federal government does 
not pay any of the costs allocated to water 
storage for municipal and industrial water 
supply. Water users are required to pay all 
such cost s . 
The Water Supply Act of 1958 provided that 
stat e or local interests contract or give assur-
ances that they will contract for the use of 
such storage on a basis which will permit pay-
ing out the costs allocated to water su pply 
wi thin the life of the project and within 50 
years after the water supply storage is first 
used. 2 
Water supply costs to be repaid by non-
federal interests also include interest at a 
rate prescribed annually by the Secretary of 
Treasury. If the water is not used immedi-
ately for water supply, no interest on the 
investment is charged until use begins, up 
to a period of 10 years.3 
Recreation.--The federal government may 
assume not more than 50 percent of r ecreation 
costs, according to the Federal Water Project 
Recreation Act of 1965.4 
lweber, op. cit., p. 6 . 
2P.L. 85-500, Title III. 
3weber, op. cit., p. 5. 
4P.L. 89-72. 
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The act provides that if non-federal pub-
lic bodies express a written interest before 
project authorization to cooperate in an 
agreed-upon plan for development of recrea-
tional facilities at a reservoir, and agree 
to pay at least one-half the cost of provid-
ing lands, facilities and all costs of opera-
tion, maintenance and replacements, the 
federal government will bear the remaining 
costs. 5 
In brief, the ex t ent of participation by 
the federal government in water development 
projects varies according to the purpose of 
the project. Although there may be excep-
tions, in general, the costs are allocated 
between federal and non-federal sources as 
shown in Table 2. 
Estimated Total 
Federal and Non-Federal Costs 
Total construction costs for the five 
reservoirs and 19 angler-use sites recommended 
for initial authorization were estimated to be 
$115,271,000. These costs were divided be-
tween federal and non-federal sources as shown 
in Table 3. 6 The non-federal share was esti-
mated to be $15,606,500 and the federal share 
$99,664,500. 
This means that non-federal sources must 
assure the federal government that $15,606,500 
will be forthcoming if all projects are con-
structed. However, the Meramec Park reservoir 
is the only one which has been funded for 
5weber, op. cit., p. 6. 
6u.s. Army Engineer District, St. Louis, 
Corps of Engineers, Information Bulletin, 
Review of Comprehensive Basin Study, Meramec 
River Basin, Oct. 1965, pp. 5-12. 
Costs 
Construction 
Federal 
Non-Federal 
Annual (operation, 
maintenance, 
replacement) 
Federal 
Non-Federal 
Reservoir 
Pine Ford 
Irondale 
Meramec Park 
Union 
I-38 
Angler-Use Sites 
Total 
TABLE 2 
COST SHARING POLICIES BETWEEN FEDERAL 
AND NON-FEDERAL SOURCES 
Flood 
Control 
100 
0 
100 
0 
Water 
Quality 
Recreation 
Fish and 
Wildlife 
Percentage 
TABLE 3 
100 
0 
100 
0 
50(up to) 
50(at least) 
0 
100 
ESTIMATED COSTS OF PROJECTS 
Total Federal 
(thousand dollars) 
26,400 20,837 
12,900 11,071 
41,500 36,800 
27,500 24,782 
6,370 5,874 
601 300.5 
115,271 99,664.5 
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Water 
Supply 
0 
100 
0 
100 
Non-Federal 
5,563 
1,829 
4,700 
2,718 
496 
300.5 
15,606.5 
preconstruction planning at this time. If 
this r eservoir is the first one to be funded 
for construction, the state is concerned 
initially with the non-federal funds for this 
project which amounts to $4,700,000 plus 
annual costs. 
Non-Federal Costs Allocated to Water 
Supply and Recreation.--Non-federal construc-
tion cos t s for Corps of Engineer projects 
recommended for initial authorization in the 
Meramec Basin were divided between water sup-
ply and recreation as shown in Table 4. 1 
Non-federal water supply costs were estimated 
to be $9,015,000 and r ecreation costs 
$6,591,500. 
Water supply cos ts are based upon the 
expected s tor age capacity required to meet 
municipal and indus trial needs in the basin 
for the next 100 years. Costs allocated t o 
recreation include plans for water oriented 
r ecreation and fish and wildlife enhancement. 
Water Supply Storage Costs.--Non-federal 
costs allocated to water supply were divided 
between capital costs which amounted to 
$9,015,000 and annual costs of $44,700, As 
indicated earlier, all costs allocated to 
water supply ar e to be paid from non-federal 
sources. Table 5 shows water supply costs 
determined for each project. 2 It was reco-
mended by the Corps of Engineers that water 
s upply storage should be built in only the 
four largest reservoirs. 
libid, 
2Ibid, 
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Although water supply storage capacity of 
the reservoir s is planned to meet the municipal 
and indus trial needs for the next 100 years, 
costs are alloca ted be tween t wo 50 year periods 
as shown in Table 6. The upper part of the 
Basin has ample water presently and in the 
immediate future while the lower Basin, with 
the h eaviest concentration of popula tion and 
commercial enterprises, will likely need greater 
quantities of water in future years and es pe-
cially during the second 50 year period. 
Water supply s torage capacity is built 
into a reservoir at the time of construction 
even though the water may not be used for s ome 
time. 
Non-federal sources must assume the costs 
allocated to wa t er s upply storage and though 
the water may not be used until th e second 50 
year period the interest on the investment must 
be paid annually, beginning at th e end of the 
interest free period which does not exceed 10 
years. Obviously, if construction costs were 
paid off during the first 50 year period, 
interest costs for the project would be only a 
small percentage of what they would be if de-
layed until the second 50 year period. 
Missouri Water Development Fund.--Securing 
non-federal funds for those costs allocated to 
wa t er supply storage should be made easier be-
caus e of pas s age of recent legislation. 
The 73rd General Ass embly of Missouri 
authorized a water development fund "for the 
purposes of purchasing municipal and industrial 
water supply s torage in public works projects 
II The General Assembly may transfer 
Reservoir 
Pine Ford 
Irond a le 
Meramec Park 
Union 
I - 38 
Angler-Use Sites 
Total 
Reservoir 
Pine Ford 
Irondale 
Meramec Park 
Union 
I - 38 
Total 
1st 50 Years 
2nd 50 '[ears 
Total 
TABLE 4 
NON - FEDERAL COSTS ALLOCATED TO WATER 
SUPPLY AND RECREATION 
Non-Federal Costs 
Total Wat er Supply 
$ 5,563 ,000 $1,459,000 
1,829 ,000 138 ,000 
4,700,000 4,700,000 
2,718,000 2,718,000 
496,000 
300,500 
$15,606,500 $9,015,000 
TABLE 5 
NON -FEDERAL COSTS ALLOCATED TO 
WATER SUPPLY STORAGE 
Recr eat ion 
$4 , 104,000 
1,691,000 
496, 000 
300 ,500 
$6,59 1,500 
Non-Federal Water Supply Costs 
Construction 
$1,459,000 
138,000 
4,700,000 
2,718,000 
$9 ,015,000 
TABLE 6 
NON-FEDERAL COSTS ALLOCATED TO WATER SUPPLY 
STORAGE BY 50 YEAR PERIODS 
Construction 
$ 761,000 
8,254,000 
$9,015,000 
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Initial Reservoirs 
Annual 
$ 7,800 
1,900 
22,100 
12,900 
$44,700 
Annual 
$ 3 ,700 
41,000 
$44,700 
money from the general revenue fund to the 
"Mis souri Water Deve lopment Fund." The ac t 
further s tat es that 
The Water Res ources Board or any s tat e 
agency so designat ed by the Governor is 
authorized to make reasonable assurance 
to the ap propriate federal departments 
for purposes of discharging non-federal 
r es pon s ibilities r e lating to municipal 
and industrial water supply storage . • . 
Section 5 of the act states 
The l eg i s l atur e may appropri a t e money 
from the fund to the Water Res ources 
Board or other designated a gency for 
specified participation in future munici-
pal and industrial water supply storage 
co s ts incurred by project construction, 
including cost-sharing of the project 
inves t ment co s t, annual operation, main-
tenance, and replacement costs and pay-
ment of intere s t on the unpaid balance . l 
Under thi s act, presumably the problem 
of securing non-federal wa ter supply funds 
could be so lved through an a ppropria tion by 
the state legi s lature to the Water Deve lopment 
Fund. However, prior to 1966 , the General 
Assembly had not been asked to ap propriat e 
money for thi s purpose. Whether an appropria-
tion will be made is an open question. 
Recreation Costs.--A more pertinent prob-
l em, bec au se of the amount of money needed and 
the lack of visibl e sources, relat es to the 
non-fed eral fund s r equired for cost s allocated 
to r ecr eation. 
Table 7 shows th a t non-federal fund s r e -
quired for r ecreational benefits at the three 
reservoir s and 19 angler - use s ites amount to 
$6,591,500 capital investment and $296,100 
annual costs.2 As indicated earlier, Meramec 
Park and Union res ervoirs wer e authorized pre-
viously when r ecr eation co s t s were a llocated 
to the fed eral government. 
TABLE 7 
NON-FEDERAL COSTS ALLOCATED TO RECREATION 
Reservoir 
Pine Ford 
Irondale 
Meramec Park 
Union 
I-38 
Angler-Use Sites 
Total 
1H.B. No . 95, 73rd General Ass embly. 
Non-Federal Recreation Costs 
Construction Annual 
$4,104,000 $140,800 
1,691,000 41, 000 
496,000 40,400 
300,500 73 ,900 
$6,591,500 $296,100 
2u.s. Army Engineer Di s trict, St. Louis, 
Corps of Engineers, Information Bulle tin , 
Oct. 1965, p. 9. 
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As stated in the Corps of Engineers 
Sunnnary Report: 
•.• local interests may pay or repay their 
share of recreation costs under either or 
both of the following methods --
(1) Payment or provision of lands, interests 
therein, or facilities for the project; or 
(2) Payment with interest, at a rate compa-
rable to that for other interest bearing 
functions of federal water resource proj-
ects, within 50 years of first use of proj-
ect recreation and fish and wildlife 
enhancement facilities. 
The source of repayment may be limited to 
entrance or user fees or charges collected, 
if the fee schedule and the portion of fees 
dedicated to repayment are established on a 
basis calculated to achieve repayment, and 
are made subject to review and renegotiation 
at intervals of not more than five years.1 
Annual Costs.--Annual costs are those re-
quired for maintenance, operation and major 
replacements and are in addition to construc-
tion costs. For all projects, annual costs 
are estimated to be $296,100 for recreation 
(Table 7) and $44,700 for water supply 
(Table 5). Annual costs are estimated ex-
penditures if the Corps operates and main-
tains the facility. Actually, certain 
recreational facilities may be turned over 
to the state to operate and annual costs may 
differ from those estimated. 
Alternatives for 
Securing Non-Federal Funds 
The amounts of non-federal money required 
are only estimates but they are accurate 
enough to suggest a major problem: what are 
possible sources of these funds? This ques-
tion is of utmost concern to Missouri citizens 
and especially to the el ected leadership, 
lu.s. Army Engineer District, St. Louis, 
Corps of Engineers, Sunnnary Report, Compre-
hensive Basin Study, Meramec River Basin, 
June 1965, p. 44. 
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because several water development projects are 
contemplated elsewhere in the state. The ques-
tion is significant regardless of the number of 
projects initiated at one time. Obviously, if 
all projects were begun at once the financial 
requirements would be greater than if initial 
construction were spread over several years. 
On the other hand, construction of projects at 
various places would probably generate more 
widespread support by residents. 
Three possible sources of non-federal 
funds for projects in the Meramec Basin have 
been suggested by various agency representatives 
and others: (1) a property tax, (2) user fees 
and (3) a state legislative appropriation or 
state bond issue. The first two will be dis-
cussed briefly in this section and the last 
one in Section IV. 
A Tax on Property.--One possible means of 
providing the non-federal share of funds for 
construction of reservoirs and annual operation 
and maintenance costs is a tax on property. 
Conceivably the tax might be levied on all prop-
erty in each of the counties which have a sub-
stantial land area in the Meramec Basin. 
Alternatively, the tax might be limited to prop-
erty within the hydrologic boundary of the 
Basin. These will be referred to as Alterna-
tives A and B. Other combinations are possible. 
Regardless of the size of the tax unit, if a 
tax were levied through a county government, 
voters presumably would approve the levy by 
referendum. Organization of a special district 
likewise would require voter approval. 
Any arrangement has disadvantages because 
property owners question whether benefit s will 
materialize, especially those whose property 
is far removed from the reservoir. The premise 
for a tax on property is that all owners with-
in counties or portions of counties will bene-
fit. The presence of a r eservoir should 
increase local business, initially from con-
s truction ac tivity and later from commerce 
associated with recreation and tourism. 
Assessed valuation and tax revenue from both 
commercia l and residential property may in-
crease for several years and yield an amount 
greater than the cost of additional services 
that will be required. However, if thi s 
occurs, assessors would have to be alert, 
adjusting assessments to kee p pac e with in-
creased market value . 
A levy on prop erty to finance the non-
f ederal share could be limited to certain 
classes of property. In thi s discussion it 
i s assumed that a ll clas ses will be taxed: 
real estate, personal, railroads and util-
ities, and merchant s and manufacturers. The 
assessed value of all proper ty in counties 
with a substantial ar ea in the Me ramec River 
Basin is $2 ,214,607,753 as shown in Table 8. 
The estimated tax ba se of property located 
within the Meramec Basin is $492,900,739 
(Tabl e 9). Seventy percent is real estate, 
13 percent is personal property, 16 perc ent 
i s railroads and utilities, _and one percent 
is li s t ed as merchants and manufacturers. 
In preparing Table 9 the tax base of a 
portion of a county was es timat ed with t he 
ass i s tance of county officers by a combination 
of several methods: (1) proportioning total 
assessed va lue according to area of the county 
within th e Basin; (2) r ecognizing the l ocation 
of better farm land, towns, railroads and 
utilities , and industr i es; (3) c ompiling the 
va lue of prop erty wi thin school districts or 
portions of distri c t s that approx imat e the 
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ar ea within the Basin; and (4) compiling values 
of individual properties in small areas . The 
es tima t e i s not precise, but because it i s 
bas ed on knowledge of persons intimate ly 
acquaint ed with each county, it is believed to 
be sufficiently accurate to demonstrate th e 
s ize of a tax levy that would be required to 
meet given annual repayments for re servoirs. 
Financing the Meramec Park Reservoir.--
The Meramec Park Reservoir i s th e fir st sched-
ul ed for cons truction. As stated earlier, it 
is assumed that the non-federal portion of con-
struction costs allocated to water s upply s tor-
age would be financ ed from the Missouri Water 
Development Fund. 
The Meramec Park and Union Reservoirs 
were authori zed in 1938 and cost s were allo-
cat ed under the policies in eff ect prior t o 
the passage of the 1965 Recr eation Act. Con-
sequently the federal government assumes the 
r ecr ea tion costs . The other r eservoir s , Pine 
Ford, Irondale and I-38 have not been author-
ized as yet and recreation cost s are allocated 
und er the 1965 Recreation Act as shown in 
Table 7. 
Financing all r ecommended projec t s .--For 
the entire Corps of Engineers program for the 
Meramec Basin the non-federal share for con-
struction allocated to recreation, including 
angler-use sites , i s es timated to be $6,591,500 . 
The recreation share for construction can be 
repa id over a SO-year period, with interest at 
a rat e of approximately 3 .2 perc ent on the un-
paid bal anc e . Annual repayment s with intere s t 
would be $266,000. Non-federal annual costs 
for r ec r eation are es timat ed to be $296,100; 
thu s the annual r e payment would tot a l $5 62 ,1 00. 
TABLE 8 
TAX BASE IN ENTIRE COUNTIES WITH SUBSTANTIAL 
AREA IN MERAMEC RIVER BASINa 
County 
Total Assessed Value 
1965b 
Crawford 
Dent 
Franklin 
Gasconade 
Jefferson 
Maries 
Phelps 
St. Francois 
St. Louise 
Washington 
Total 
acompiled with the assistance of the County Collectors. 
$ 20,062,603 
13,044,690 
89,541,944 
20,955,867 
135,089,388 
10,990,744 
31,605,961 
63,359,695 
l,800,089,314d 
29,867,547 
$2,214,607,758 
bReal and personal property, railroads and utilities, merchants 
and manufacturers. 
cDoes not include City of St. Louis. 
dEstimated. 
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Countyb 
Crawford 
Dent 
Franklin 
Gasconade 
Iron 
Jefferson 
Maries 
Phelps 
Reynolds 
St. Francois 
Ste. Genevieve 
St. Louis 
Washington 
Total 
TABLE 9 
ESTIMATED TAX BASE 
MERAMEC RIVER BASIN, 1965a 
Assessed Value of Property 
Within Meramec BasinC 
$ 20,062,603 
10,710,543 
64,074,153 
6,915,436 
3,579,934 
52,360,894 
3,297,232 
21,512,066 
8,235 
49,302,427 
715,501 
230,494,168 
29,867,547 
$492,900,739 
aCompiled with the assistance of the County Collectors. 
hTexas and Osage counties have very small acreages in the Basin. 
crncludes following classes of property: real estate, personal, 
railroads and utilities, merchants and manufacturers. 
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The required tax levy under two alterna-
tives, assuming that individual counties would 
not carry the cost for a given r eservoir, is: 
Alternative 
A 
B 
Property 
taxed in 
Entire counties 
with a substantial 
area in the 
Meramec Basin 
Hydro logic 
boundary of the 
Meramec Basin 
Levy per dollar 
of assessed 
valuation 
0.25 mill 
1.14 mills 
Both alternatives would re sult in small 
additional taxes to owners. Under Alternative 
A, property assessed at $3,000 would be taxed 
$0.75 annually and under Alternative B, $3.42. 
Appropriation of a portion of the non-
f eder al fund s by the Missouri General Assembly 
would r educe the t ax levy . If the State appro-
priated one-half of the total non-federa l share 
of construction costs for the entire project, 
$3,295,750, the tax levy under Alternative A 
could be reduced to 0.19 mill and under Alter-
native B to 0.87 mill. 
Financing only the capital requirements.--
Fees or licenses charged for use of recreation 
facilitie s might be used to defray annual costs 
for operation and maintenance. The types of 
facilities for which fees might be charged ar e 
discus sed subsequently. If receipts from user 
fee s were sufficiently large to pay for all 
costs of operation and maintenance, only the 
non-fed eral share of construction costs would 
requir e financing by a tax on property or other 
means. The annual r epayment for cost of con-
struction of all recorranended Corps projects is 
$266,000. If a prop erty tax were used, the 
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levy would be: 0.12 mill for Alternative A and 
0.54 mill for Alternative B. 
The construction program, consisting of 
five major reservoir s and 19 angler-use sites, 
probably will take place over several years. 
If so, financing the non-federal share may be-
gin with one reservoir. The sequence and time 
schedule for cons truction of other reservoirs 
are not known and the co s t es timate for each 
r eservoir is different from the others . Thus, 
it is not possible to portray actual funding 
requirements. 
If the non-federal share of construction 
and annual costs allocat ed to r ecreation wer e 
to be raised entirely through a uniform annual 
t ax l evy of 1.14 mills over an extended period 
of time, an excess of tax revenue would be col-
lected during early years of the proj ec t. As 
additional reservoirs wer e completed tax reve-
nues might not be sufficient to sat i sfy the re-
quir ed annual re payment. Near the end of the 
progr am t ax r evenues would again exceed the 
amount of annual repayments. 
During thi s period of time it is antici-
pated that the tax base would expand, perhaps 
substantially, b ec ause of the development 
brought about by the presence of reservoir s. 
Under these conditions a long-term uniform l evy 
of 1.14 mills per year would yield increasing 
r evenue. A relative schedule of repayments and 
tax revenues for three hypothe tical res ervoirs 
may be diagrarraned a s shown in Figure 2. 
An opportunity would exist to inves t ex-
ces s r evenue during the early years for later 
use. However, if financing is accomplished by 
a tax on property, the levy can be adjusted 
FIGURE 2 
DOLLARS 
Completion of 
third reservoir 
ANNUAL REPAYMENT 
),,<"\/ 
~ 
Completion of 
first reservoir 
YEAR -
(increased) when each reservoir is completed 
and repayment begins. As total assessed value 
expands the levy can be decreased and again 
decreased when each reservoir has been amor-
tized. 
User Fees.--In addition to the property 
tax as a means of securing nc~-federal funds 
for water development projects in the Meramec 
Basin, it has been suggested that user fees 
may be a major source of these funds. The 
questions, then, are (1) should user fees be 
charged (2) what kinds of user fees and (3) 
how much can be secured from these sources? 
Whether or not user fees or charges for 
the use of outdoor recreation facilities are 
a potential source of funds is dependent upon 
the predominant philosophy of the decision 
makers in this area. Es sentially, there are 
two widely divergent views. One is that 
- -Tax revenue with 
-~;:.. increasing tax base 
Repayment completed 
✓ first reservoir 
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Repayment completed 
third reservoir 
•-----, K_'•/ 
providing recreational opportunities or facili-
ties should be a public responsibility; the 
other that direct beneficiaries should pay for 
the services received. Other positions which 
might be taken could fall somewhere between 
these two. 
States vary in the policies followed as 
to fees or charges for use of recreational 
facilities. In many states, fees collected 
from users provide a part or all of the opera-
tion and maintenance costs, but the proportion 
recovered varies a great deal. 
For example, in 1963 Beardsleyl reported 
that Pennsylvania recovered approximately 20 
lwendell G. Beardsley, "Charging for the 
the Use of State Outdoor Recreation Areas in 
Minnesota," Unpublished Major Report, School 
of Forestry, University of Minnesota, April 
1965, p. 1. 
percent of operation and maintenance costs 
from fees but Indiana recovered 10 percent 
more than total operation and maintenance 
costs, Many other states follow a policy 
somewhere between these two, that is, recover-
ing 60 to 80 percent of operation and main-
tenance costs. Consequently, it would appear 
to be appropriate for those in leadership 
positions in this area of concern to develop 
some consensus on the guiding policies for 
Missouri as recreation resources are devel-
oped. 
In adopting an appropriate policy for 
Missouri the advantages and disadvantages of 
charging fees should be considered. 
Advantages often listed are: 
1. The direct beneficiary pays and those 
who do not use the facilities do not 
pay. 
2. Non-residents help to pay the costs. 
3. Revenue is provided to help meet rapidly 
expanding needs. 
4. The development and use of private rec-
reation enterprises is encouraged. 
5. Vandalism and rowdiness in parks are 
reduced. 
6. Charging fees can be used as a manage-
ment tool. 1 It is possible that certain 
parks or facilities will be used more 
than others. By charging fees, manage-
ment may be able to regulate the number 
of visitors. Without fees this would be 
impossible. 
On the other side of the coin are the 
following disadvantages: 
1. Many people believe that public lands 
should be open to the public without 
charge. 
libid., pp. 3-4. 
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2. Fees may discriminate against low-income 
families. 
3. The problem of collecting fees may become 
burdensome.2 
A crucial question, then, but one which 
cannot be answered at this time, is the conse-
quence of fee-charging upon the growth and de-
velopment of the area. Will fees hamper the 
growth? Are users willing to pay for using 
recreational facilities? 
• Estimated visitor-days attendance.--The 
Corps of Engineers estimated that by 1970 the 
demand for recreation in the Meramec Basin will 
amount to 9,500,000 visitor-days annually, and 
by the year 2020 it will exceed 14,000,000. 
These estimates are based upon projected popu-
lation growth and economic conditions in the 
zone of influence of the Basin area. 3 
Of interest also is the estimated visitor-
day attendance by the Bureau of Outdoor Recrea-
tion for a single reservoir which is included 
in the Corps of Engineers report. For the year 
1970, visitor-day attendance at the Meramec 
Park reservoir is estimated at 3,013,600.4 
These estimates have relevance to user 
fees because they emphasize that the Meramec 
Basin lies close to a large metropolitan center 
and that use of reservoirs and angler-use sites 
for recreational purposes will be heavy. How 
2Ibid., pp. 3-4. 
3u.s. Army Engineer District, St. Louis, 
Corps of Engineers, Meramec River Missouri 
Comprehensive Basin Study, Sunnnary Report, 
June 1965, Section III, p. 6. 
4u.s. Army Engineer District, St, Louis, 
Corps of Engineers, Meramec River Missouri 
Comprehensive Basin Study, Volume VII, 
Appendix M, January 1964, p. M-11. 
many of these visitors will be willing to pay 
user fees is difficult to estimate. 
It is believed that the number paying 
user fees would be much smaller than the esti-
mated visitor-days. But if only a portion 
paid and the fee could be collected at low 
cost, the amount of revenue secured by this 
method would be significant. Data available 
from other recreation areas is not entirely 
applicable to the Meramec Basin but may pro-
vide some basis for estimates. 
• Automobile permits.--Michigan, Wisconsin, 
and Minnesota have adopted a special type of 
entrance fee as a means of securing state rec-
reation funds. These states charge two 
dollars for an annual automobile sticker which 
permits entrance to state parks as many times 
during the year as desired. In addition, car 
permits valid for one day are sold for 50 
cents. Additional fees are charged for use 
of special facilities such as campgrounds. 
What are the possibilities for securing 
funds from a similar program in the Meramec 
Basin or the state of Missouri? Table 10 
shows the automobile permits or "stickers" 
sold per thousand residents in Michigan, 
Wisconsin, and Minnesota. Michigan leads with 
sales of 34 annual and 58 daily permits per 
thousand population. Wisconsin, with only 
slightly less population than Missouri, follows 
with 23 annual and 48 daily permits sold per 
thousand residents. Minnesota has the lowest 
ratio as shown in Table 10. 
Obviously, the number of permits sold de-
pends on many variables, including the quality 
of the facilities, level of income of people 
who live in the inunediate and surrounding areas, 
distance from user's residence to recreation 
areas, degree of urbanization and the availa-
bility of other recreation facilities. Consid-
ering these variables and the proximity of 
St. Louis, it appears reasonable to assume that 
sales of automobile permits for entrance to pub-
lic outdoor recreation areas in the Meramec 
Basin could be a major source of funds. 
There are approximately 2,000,000 people 
living within the basin and a 30 mile perimeter 
outside the basin. If 25 annual permits at two 
dollars each and 50 daily permits at 50 cents 
each were sold per thousand population the 
amount of revenue would be $100,000 from annual 
TABLE 10 
CAR PERMITS SOLD PER THOUSAND POPULATION 
IN MICHIGAN, WISCONSIN, AND MINNESOTA IN 1964 
Annual Daily 
State Population Permits Solda Ratio Permits Solda Ratio 
Michigan 8,098,000 273,784 34 473,684 58 
Wisconsin 4,107,000 95,111 23 199,945 48 
Minnesota 3,521,000 54,299 15 129,317 36 
asource: State park agency in respective states. 
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automobile permits and $50,000 from daily 
permits. 
If such a program were adopted for the 
entire state of Missouri and the same per-
centage of stickers were sold, the amount of 
funds secured would be approximately 
$330,000. However, the rate of sales might 
be less in other areas of the state when the 
factors influencing sales mentioned earlier 
are considered. 
It is well to point out that there are 
expenditures associated with the collection 
of fees, and that the net amount realized 
would depend upon the efficiency of the col-
lection system. With the data available it 
is not possible to estimate costs associated 
with a "car sticker" program for the Meramec 
Basin. 
• Homesites.--A second type of fees or 
charges that has proven to be a major source 
of income in some areas is the leasing of 
homesites. The Muskingum Conservancy District 
in Ohio reports this to be a major source of 
income.l Ullman estimated that as much as 
$1,000,000 to $1,500,000 could be secured 
annually from this source.2 However, to 
implement this kind of activity would require 
the establishment of an administrative body 
for this and related purposes. The Muskingum 
Conservancy District was organized to perform 
this and similar functions. 
On land acquired by the Corps of Engi-
neers, homesites are not leased. Consequently, 
lAnnual Reports, Muskingum Water Con-
servancy District, New Philadelphia, Ohio. 
2ullman, et al., p. 86. 
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considering present plans and policies of the 
the Corps, the leasing of homesites on public 
land would not be a source of funds in the 
Meramec Basin. However, if a special district 
were formed and its governing body could acquire 
desirable land for homesites, this no doubt 
could be a source of funds. The proximity to 
St. Louis of much of the Basin and the apparent 
success of numerous private developments around 
smaller lakes would suggest a large demand for 
homesites. To secure funds from this source 
would require the establishment of a legal en-
tity and the acquisition of land for this pur-
pose. 
• Campsites.--Fees from overnight campgrounds 
are a major source of income to the Missouri 
State Park Board. In 1964, total receipts from 
concessions, overnight campgrounds, organized 
group camps and miscellaneous sources from all 
state parks amounted to $382,289.3 Forty-two 
percent or about $160,000 came from fees 
charged for the use of overnight campgrounds. 
Lake of the Ozarks State Park is located 
adjacent to a large reservoir. The income from 
this facility may have some application to what 
would be expected from a recreation area near a 
large body of water in the Meramec Basin. In 
1964, $22,600 was received from fees charged 
for use of campsites at the Lake of the Ozarks 
State Park. In 1963, cash receipts amounted to 
$21,533. The rate for use of a campsite is 
$1.00 per night and there are approximately 200 
campsites available for rent. Thus each camp-
site is used approximately 110 nights per year. 
Operation and maintenance expenditures for 
campsites at the Lake of the Ozarks can only be 
3Missouri State Park Board, Annual Report, 
1964, pp. 12, 13. 
estimated because expenditures include those 
for group camps, picnic areas and public 
beaches. Expenses were estimated at $20,635 
or slightly less than receipts for 1963. 1 
Estimates by park officials indicate that re-
ceipts from overnight campers cover operation 
and maintenance costs for these areas but do 
not provide for amortization of capital in-
vestments. 
The Corps of Engineers provides other 
recreation facilities such as picnic tables, 
drinking water, etc., in addition to overnight 
camping areas. Day visitors would use many of 
these facilities. Whether operation and main-
tenance costs for all facilities can be re-
covered completely by fees collected from 
overnight campers is not known. 
Receipts from overnight campsites in 
Missouri would suggest that fees from this 
source would cover a major part of the annual 
operation and maintenance costs of the camp-
ing areas. However, there still remains the 
annual costs associated with other recreation 
facilities such as angler-use sites and pic-
nicking areas. Other means for securing funds 
to pay these annual costs woul~ be required. 
• Boating permits.--Another possible source 
of funds suggested in the Ullman report was 
sale of boating permits. It was stated that 
"the consensus among boat owners is that they 
would not object to higher fees if the money 
were used to benefit boating in Missouri in a 
manner similar to the Conservation Commission's 
use of its fees for the benefit of fishermen 
and hunters."2 It was estimated that a $10 
linterview with Park Officials, Dec. 29, 
1965. 
2ulman, et al., p. 85. 
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annual fee would bring in an annual income of 
$1,000,000, assuming 100,000 boats would be 
registered. They further assumed that the 
Boat Commission expenses would be doubled to 
meet increased costs of collection but a net 
annual revenue of around $800,000 to $900,000 
would be available for improvement of boating 
conditions in Missouri.3 
In 1965, approximately 65,000 boats with 
motors greater than 10 horsepower were regis-
tered in Missouri by the Boat Commission. 
Boats requiring 10 horsepower or less are not 
registered.4 The registration fee is $5.00 
for three years and records since 1962 show 
that receipts have only slightly exceeded ex-
penditures.5 Consequently, it would appear 
that either the fee will have to be increased 
or requirements for registration lowered to 
include boats with smaller motors if state 
boating permits are to provide added revenue 
which might be used as a source of non-federal 
funds. 
Another alternative suggested by Ullman 
was charging boat owners using Meramec Basin 
lakes an annual $5.00 fee to be collected by 
the lake operating agency.6 This was estimated 
to yield $125,000 yearly, increasing as popu-
lation grows, as more lakes became available, 
and as more people became boat owners. 
• Marine fuel tax refunds.--Those who pur-
chase motor boat fuel in Missouri are eligible 
to receive a refund for the state tax paid on 
3Ibid. 
4~306.010 RSMo., 1959. 
5Data from files of Boat Commission. 
6ullman, et al. 
each gallon of gasoline used by motorboats. 
Records from the Missouri Department of Revenue 
show that $31,266 were refunded in 1964, but 
officials in the Department believe that only 
a relatively small percentage of those eligible 
made a request for the refund.1 
Recent data on the quantity of gasoline 
consumed by motor boats in Missouri are not 
available but a major oil company estimated 
that 12.6 million gallons were consumed during 
1960. 2 It appears reasonable to assume that 
the quantity used now is much greater. If this 
is true and the 5 cents state tax per gallon of 
gasoline could be allocated to water develop-
ment projects, this alone would be a signifi-
cant source of funds. 
Additional information is needed to de ter-
mine the amount of state revenue that can be 
secured from any one of the alternatives dis-
cussed under boating permits or marine fue l 
tax refunds. Other logical and appropriate 
alternatives are possible but in summary the 
major ones suggested are: (1) raise the cost 
of boat registration so receipts will increase 
substantially; (2) register boats with smaller 
motors than is now done; (3) charge a special 
fee or permit for boats using Meramec Basin 
lFrom a discussion with officials in 
State Department of Revenue, January 5, 1965 
and 1964 Refund Report. 
2Letter from Missouri Oil Council, 
December 7, 1965. 
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reservoirs; (4) allocate the state tax on motor 
boat fuel to water development projects. Other 
alternatives may combine two or more of these 
procedures. 
As stated earlier, user fees are only one 
possible source of non-federal funds for re-
source development projects. First it must be 
decided if user fees should be charged but per-
haps this decision hinges upon the co s t s asso-
ciated with collection, the amount of money 
that can be secured or whether funds from other 
sources are available . 
In the above discussion of user fees some 
of the more common types are listed, but there 
are others. Two mentioned in the Ullman report 
were commercial leases and fishing permits.3 
Like th e others, there are special problems 
associated with each, or with any other which 
might be suggested. Some individual s or groups 
would oppose one but not the other. Additional 
study and data would help provide information 
so that a better decis ion could be reached to 
determine if any one type of user fees, a com-
bination of two or more or none, should be used 
as a source of non-federal funds for water de-
velopment projects in the Meramec Basin and 
elsewhere in Missouri. 
3ullman, et al., Vol. I, pp. 84-85. 
THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE PLAN 
Number of Reservoirs 
Sixty reservoirs have been proposed in 
the upstream areas of the Meramec Basin by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 1 As shown in 
Figure 3, 18 reservoirs are proposed for the 
northwest portion; 13 in the northeast part 
near St. Louis; 11 in the southwest near Salem; 
and 18 within the Clark National Forest. 
Figure 3 also shows the major purpose of 
each reservoir. Thirty are designated for 
both flood prevention and recreation, and 14 
are single purpose structures designed pri-
marily for flood prevention. Sixteen are 
designated as single purpose recreation struc-
tures and are all located within the boundaries 
of the Clark National Forest. 
A total of 18 reservoirs are within the 
boundaries of the Clark National Forest and 
presumably will be located on government land. 
They will be planned, constructed and financed 
from appropriations made to the Forest Service, 
Sixteen of these are single-purpose reservoirs 
for recreation and the remaining two are multi-
purpose for flood control and recreation. It 
is also presumed that the remaining 42 reser-
voirs will come under the P.L. 566 small water-
shed program, which is administered by the 
Soil Conservation Service. 
lu.s. Department of Agricu lture Folder, 
Agriculture Looks Ahead in Mi s souri' s Meramec 
River Basin, 1965. 
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According to the U.S.D.A. report, 46 of 
the reservoirs will provide about 11,000 sur-
face acres for water-based recreation with a 
shoreline of 280 miles and 42 will reduce flood 
damage on more than 36,000 acres of land adja-
cent to streams in the Basin. 
Public Law 566 
The Soil Conservation Service is author-
ized to construct small reservoirs under 
P.L. 566, provided local landowners vote favor-
ably to establish a watershed subdistrict and 
meet certain other criteria. The original pur-
pose of the act was to carry out works of 
improvement pertaining to soil and wa ter con-
servation and flood prevention. However, the 
scope of the act has been greatly expanded and 
now includes provisions dealing with nearly all 
water resourc e problems, For example, it is 
now permissible to create new municipal water 
supplies and develop recreational areas within 
the scope of the act.2 
Apparently it was the intent of Congress 
to limit water development projects under 
P.L. 566 to up s tream areas and small watersheds. 
Subdistricts must not include more than 250,000 
acres, must be contiguous and in the same water-
shed. The size of the reservoir s also is 
2The Watershed and Flood Prevention Act, 
P.L. 566, passed by 83rd Congress, 1954, as 
amended. 
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limited. A single dam for flood control must 
not contain more than 12,5001 acre-feet of 
water and not more than 25,000 acre-feet for 
all purposes (flood control, recreation, water 
supply storage, etc.). 
In 1957 Missouri passed enabling legis-
lation which provided for the creation of soil 
conservation subdistricts for the purpose of 
carrying out P.L. 566 watershed protection and 
flood prevention programs.2 The Conservancy 
District Law was passed in 1959. Dams to pro-
tect watersheds can be constructed under each 
of these acts but no procedure for obtaining 
federal aid has been developed under the 
Conservancy District Law, 
Reservoirs on national forest land do not 
come under provisions of P.L. 566. 
Method of Financing.--The costs of reser-
voirs authorized under P.L. 566 are shared by 
the federal government and local sponsors, the 
contribution of each depending upon the pur-
pose of the project. If the purpose is flood 
control, the federal government pays 100 per-
cent of all construction and engineering costs, 
but the local sponsors must provide the land, 
administer contracts, and operate and maintain 
the structure. If the purpose is public rec-
reation, the costs of construction, engineer-
ing and land are shared equally between local 
sponsors and the federal government, but admin-
istration of contracts and annual operation 
and maintenance costs must be borne by local 
sponsors. All costs allocated to water supply 
for municipal and industrial use must be paid 
lThe original Act limited a single dam 
for flood control to 5,000 acr e-feet of water. 
2~278.160 RSMo., 195 9 . 
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from local sources. The different kinds of 
costs and the percentage of e ach which must be 
borne by federal and/or local s ources are shown 
in Table 11. 
The law provides that a tax levy, not to 
exceed four mills per dollar of assessed value 
of real property included in the subdistrict, 
may be imposed if the governing body obtains 
agreement from owners of 65 percent of the land 
to carry out conservation plans on their farms. 
The revenue received can be used for local ex-
penses which include (1) operation and main-
tenance of structure, (2) travel expenses and 
salary of employees, (3) administration and 
supervision of construction, (4) recording 
easements of rights-of-way, and (5) other 
administrative costs. 
Securing sites for reservoir construction 
under P.L. 566 has not been an easy task, pri-
marily for two reasons. Funds are not availabl~ 
to buy the land, and the watershed subdistrict 
does not have the right of eminent domain. This 
has hampered the implementation of plans under 
the small watershed program. Land owners are 
reluctant to have their better quality crop 
land, usually found along streams, used for 
reservoirs. 
The Local Organization.--The governing body 
of the subdistrict is the Board of Supervisors 
of the Soil and Water Conservation District in 
which the subdistrict is organized. Three 
trustees are elected from the land representa-
tives living within the subdistrict boundaries 
to act in an advisory capacity to the Board of 
Supervisors. 
At the present time Soil and Water Con-
servation Districts are organized in St. Louis, 
TABLE 11 
FEDERAL-LOCAL COST SHARING UNDER P,L. 5 66 PROJ ECTS 
Public Municipal & 
Flood Drainage & Recr eation Industrial 
Type of Cost Prevention Irrigation Dev e lopment a Water Supply 
(Percentage) 
Federal 100 50 50 0 
Construction Local 0 50 50 100 
Federal 100 100 50 0 
Engineering Local 0 0 50 100 
Land, eas ements Federal 0 0 50 0 
& rights-of-way Local 100 100 50 100 
Administration Federal 0 0 0 0 
of contracts Local 100 100 100 100 
Operation and Federal 0 0 0 0 
maintenance Local 100 100 100 100 
aFederal cost-sharing for r ecreation deve lopment is limit ed t o 30 per cent of the total 
fed eral cost of a compl e t e project. 
Franklin, Gasconade, Dent and Reynold counties , in the Meramec Basin by the Corps of Engineers 
The remaining counties--Maries, Phelps, Crawford, under the provisions of P.L. 685 or by the Soil 
Washington, Iron, St , Francois, Jefferson, and Conservation Service under P.L. 566 without 
Ste, Genevieve--do not have districts. Only 
1,860 acres in Osage county and 2,720 acres in 
Texas county fall within the hydrologic bound-
aries of the Basin . According to the procedure 
followed in Missouri, a Soil and Water Conser-
vation District must be one of the sponsors of 
projects coming under P.L. 566. 1 
Agreement Between Cor~ 
and Soil Conservation Service 
Headwater re s ervoirs can be constructed 
lMimeograph, Question and Answers -
Missouri Soil and Water Districts Commission 
Office, May 1964. 
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further Congressional approval.2 In an effort 
to prevent jurisditional disputes to insure 
that both agencies follow the same policies 
and to foster coordination, an agreement has 
recently been developed and signed by the heads 
of both agencies.3 
2u .s. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Louis 
District, Information Bulletin, the Meramec 
River Basin, Oct. 1965, p. 4. 
3Mimeograph "Agreement Between the Soil 
Conservation Service, Department of Agriculture 
and the Corps of Engineers, De partment of the 
Army with respect to Flood Prot ection by Engi-
neering Works," Sept. 23, 1965. 
The agreement states that "the primary 
flood protec tion objective of the Soil Conser-
vation Service i s to provide protection for 
upstr eam agricultural flood plains and for 
those upstream urbanized areas where flood 
problems of minor magnitude exist. 1 The agree-
ment further states that "the primary flood 
protection objective of the Corps of Engineers 
will be to provide protection for downstream 
agricultural flood plains and for urbanized 
areas where flood problems of major magnitude 
exist. 112 
If either agency contemplates that the 
flood protection required falls within the 
boundaries of "intermediate magnitude" it will 
confer with the other for the purpose of deter-
mining which one should provide the protection. 
Guidelines for the decision are outlined in 
the agreement. 
It is also agreed that if reservoir capac-
ity planned in the "upstream" areas by the Corps 
of Engineers is a more economical method of 
flood protection than the land treatment and 
structural works under P.L. 566, the Corps may 
construct such a reservoir, provided the Soil 
Conservation Service has an opportunity to 
review the proposal and its views are con-
sidered.3 
1Ibid. 
2Ibid. 
3The following definitions are given in 
Supplement A of the Agreement: 
Upstream--Above the point at which the 
drainage area equals 250, 000 acres. 
Downstream--Be low the point at which the 
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By the same token the Soil Conservation 
Service is authorized to construct reservoir 
capacity for downstr eam flood protection if 
reservoir s are limited to 12,500 acre-feet of 
water, if protection by this means would be 
more economical than larger reservoirs, and 
if the Corps is given an opportunity to review 
the proposal and its views are considered. If 
the int ent of the agreement is carried out, 
planning between the two agencies will be co-
ordinated and jurisdictional disputes should 
not arise as major problems in the Meramec 
Basin. 
In brief, small headwater reservoirs may 
be constructed by the Corps of Engineers, Soil 
Conservation Service, Forest Service, or a 
Conservancy District. 
drainage area equals 250,000 acres. 
Urbanized area--A city, town or other area 
occupied by residences, public or commercial 
buildings and industrial structures or expected 
to be so occupied within a period of 10 years; 
the area so occupied being essentially con-
tinuous. 
Urban flood problem of minor magnitude--
The flood problem at an urban area where a 
flood large enough to inundate substantially 
the entire flood plain would, should it occur 
ten years in the future, probably result in 
flood damages of less than $750,000. 
Urban flood problems of major magnitude--
The flood problem at an urban area where a 
flood large enough to inundate substantially 
the entire flood plain would, should it occur 
ten years in the future, probably result in 
flood damages exceeding $2,000,000. 
Urban flood problem of intermediate 
magnitude--The flood at an urban area where 
a flood large enough to inundate substantially 
the entire flood plain would, should it occur 
ten years in the future, probably result in 
flood damages exceeding $750,000 but less than 
$2,000,000. 
FISCAL AND PLANNING-ZONING CAPABILITIES OF 
EXISTING ORGANIZATIONS 
In previous sec tions of this report pro-
posed plans for the Basin have been discussed, 
particularly with refer ence to financial con-
s iderations . Various alternatives for provid-
ing the non-federal funds wer e examined, 
including ad valorem taxes and user fee s . 
Although a ruling by the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, January 1966, reduced 
the requir ed non-federal fund s by ten mil lion 
dollars, financial considerations are stil l 
extremely important. Fifteen million dollars 
of non-federal funds are requir ed for the pro-
posed proj ec ts. 
Need for Public Control 
Another major problem ar ea , however, and 
one not touched upon as yet, i s associated 
with conditions that can arise from uncon-
trolled development of the Basin. There can 
be no doubt that reservoir construction will 
lead to great changes in land use . This 
development can either be orderly and compat-
ible , or uncontroll ed with a varie t y of serious 
problems re sulting. Among these problems are 
(1) mixed land use--indus try located next to 
residential or recr eat ional cottage sites, (2) 
improper densities--cottage lots so small that 
use of on-site sewer and wa t er systems leads 
to pollution, thus n ecess itating expens ive 
water and sewerage systems, (3) strip building 
along highways and arterial roads--extensive 
development along highways, which leads to 
traffic congestion and hazardous safe ty 
42 
conditions, (4) jerry-built homes, cottages, and 
busines s establishement s which decay rapidly--
this usually result s from lack of enforced 
building and housing codes, (5 ) excessive taxa-
tion because of creation of many sma ll and in-
effic i ent special districts, (6) unde s irable 
corrnnercial development of land abutting state 
and federal parks, and (7) l ack of foresight 
in planning and providing for r ecreation areas, 
with the result that the most appropriate land 
is used for restricted or corrnnercial interests. 
These are only a few of the problems that re-
sult from lack of planning and implementation 
of plans. Additiona l problems associated with 
urban fringe ar e as will a l so occur if unchecked. 
Because of concern with the above prob-
lems, the Corps of Engineers has established a 
policy of acquiring land around reservoirs 
(a minimum of 300 feet) to assure protection 
of the public interest. The result of this 
policy is, of cour se, to effectively zone the 
lake shore. However, the Corps has no contro l 
over privately held land and for this reason 
is urging consideration of planning and imple-
ment ation of plans by local or s t a t e au thor-
ities. 
In view of thes e concerns, various organi-
zational structures are examined to assess their 
(1) fiscal capabili ties for providing non-
federal costs, and (2) planning and zoning capa-
bilities, with respect to administration and 
coordination. 
Private Groups 
Although many private groups have an 
interest in developing the Meramec River 
Basin, none can cope with the type of prob-
lems considered to be of importance. For 
example, Ducks Unlimited may have an interest 
in preserving or adding to the water acreage 
to ensure resting places for migrating ducks. 
National and state conservation groups are 
interested in preserving the natural beauty 
of the area. Businesses catering to recrea-
tional needs and a variety of other business 
groups have a keen interest in the Meramec 
River Basin, yet none are in a position to 
offer solutions to the two problems previously 
identified. 
One private group, the Meramec Basin 
Association, was organized for the express 
purpose of encouraging reservoir construction 
and Basin development. Although the Associa-
tion endorses some form of controlled develop-
ment, it cannot realistically provide the 
non-federal share of financing, or legally 
assure orderly development. Therefore, when 
the above problem areas are considered, solu-
tions seem to demand some degree of govern-
mental action. For this reason, existing 
governments are examined to ascertain their 
potentialities for meeting the above problems. 
Municipalities 
Municipalities are the least likely gov-
ernmental units to rely on for controlled 
development in the Meramec Basin because they 
control a very small portion of the area. 
Although municipalities have some limited 
extra-territorial powers (i.e., suppressing 
nuisances up to one-half mile from the 
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boundaries, constructing incinerators or dis-
posal plants outside municipal limits), they 
have no subdivision controls or zoning powers 
outside their boundaries. The only extra-
territorial power remotely connected with sub-
division controls or zoning involves protest-
ing county platting within one and one-half 
miles of municipal boundaries, but the county 
court may overrule this protest with a unani-
mous vote. 
Increasing the area controlled by munici-
palities is not a feasible answer to control 
widespread development, for it is extremely 
unlikely that any consolidations will take 
place among the Basin's scattered municipal-
ities. Annexation, another method of increas-
ing incorporated territory, is unlikely to 
occur except on a piecemeal basis, due to the 
difficulties involved in the annexation pro-
cess itself. Therefore, if public controls 
are needed prior to, rather than lagging be-
hind widespread development in the Basin, 
municipalities are not satisfactory as units 
of control. 
Municipalities are capable of providing 
a portion of the local funds needed. A 
broader tax base than municipalities would be 
desirable for the larger Corps projects cur-
rently recommended. The small headwater reser-
voirs proposed by the Soil Conservation Service 
and the Corps would require local financing if 
used for recreation or water supply. These 
projects would be developed and financed on a 
local or subdistrict basis and would not re-
quire Basin-wide participation. A major ques-
tion is whether municipalities, without a 
threat of flooding and with an adequate ground 
water supply, would financially support small 
headwater reservoirs used principally for 
recreation. 
Counties 
Counties are in a much better position 
than municipalities to provide controls over 
development in the Meramec Basin. They are 
a much larger governmental unit (in territory), 
and with enactment of recent legislation, have 
powers to plan and zone individually or on a 
multi-county basis. But there is no legisla-
tion requiring counties to coordinate the ir 
planning and zoning proposals. However, an 
example of voluntary cooperation between 
counties for planning and zoning is found in 
northeast Missouri. Three counties, Marion, 
Monroe, and Ralls, have coordinated their 
planning function because of anticipated de-
velopment due to construction of the Joanna 
reservoir. 
There are opportunities under the 
Constitution for counties to either (1) con-
solidate, or (2) exercise joint powers. The 
Constitution (Article VI, Section 3) specifies 
that "two or more counties may consolidate if 
a majority vote in each of the affected coun-
ties approves. 111 No consolidations have taken 
place, and none is "likely owing to the 
strength of local sentiment, established busi-
ness interests at the county seats, and the 
vested interests of many officeholders. 112 
Another possible approach under the 
Constitution (Article VI, Section 14) is for 
1Robert F. Karsch, The Government of 
Missouri (Columbia: Lucas Brothers, 1963), 
p. 154. 
2Ibid. 
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two or more contiguous counties (but no mor e 
than t en) to join in the performance of a func-
tion or services common to al l, if appr oved by 
majority popular vote. 3 Therefore, if all coun-
ties in the Meramec Basin created planning com-
missions and passed zoning ordinance s , they 
could join together and administer these func-
tions cooperatively. Several problems arise 
with the joint powers approach, however. Few 
counties in the Basin have or are in the process 
of creating planning commissions. Although the 
maximum numb er eligible for cooperation is ten, 
all or parts of fifteen counties lie in the 
Basin. It is highly doubtful that all fift een 
would take advantage of county planning and 
zoning legislation in time to prevent a spurt 
in unplanned development. 
In brief, if coordinated planning and 
zoning is des ir ed in the Meramec Basin three 
approache s are possib l e : (1) voluntary co-
operation, (2) consolidation of counties, and 
(3) the joint powers approach. The last two 
are unlikely to come about for the above stated 
reasons. An example of the first or voluntary 
cooperation has resulted from the Joanna Dam 
proj ec t, but this approach is likely to be in-
effective when as many as fifteen counties are 
involved. If controlled development i s to be 
achieved through voluntary cooperation, it is 
essential that public officials and others be 
aware of the problems and potentialities that 
will be stimulated by construction of reser-
voirs. 
Counties are in a much bett er position 
than municipalities to furnish non-federai 
funds. The estimated tax base for thirteen 
of the fifte en counties is $492,900,739, as 
3Ibid. 
shown in Tab l e 9 . As s tat ed in Part III, if 
the f i nancial burden of furnishing the entir e 
non-federal share were t o fall upon the coun-
ties that lie entir ely or partly in the Bas in, 
a 1 .14 mill levy would be n ecessary . The major 
quest i on tha t arises i s , "would the aff ected 
counties al l voluntarily vo t e the n ecessary 
tax l evy?" No answer is possible but a real-
istic assumption wou ld be that some counties 
would not levy the tax because of the convic-
tion that they wou ld not benefit from deve lop-
ment. 
Reser vations mu s t also be expr essed con-
cerning the admin i strative capabi lities of 
county governmen t s . Although count y govern-
ment is not totally s tatic a t present, and i s 
even in resurgency in some ar eas , the tradi-
tional form of county government is poorly 
equip ped t o grappl e wi th urb an problems because 
of its decentr a lized structure. For exampl e , 
in Class III and IV counti es , responsibility 
may be divid ed among as many as t wenty-three 
e l ec t ed county officials, all of whom have a 
large degr ee of autonomy . Furthermore , many 
func tions performed by municipalit i e s such as 
fire prot ec tion , sewer age servic e , and wat er 
supply cannot be performed by counties. Thi s , 
then, r aises ques tions concerning the ability 
of Meramec Basin counties to perform urban 
services when development brings about demand. 
Exce pt f or St. Loui s County, and t o some degree 
Jefferson, the counti es of the Meramec Basin 
are not s tructurally organized to deal with 
futur e growth problems. Furthermor e , govern-
mental reorganization in general tend s to l a g 
behind problem development; yet all evidence 
seems to point to th e need for reorganization 
prior t o the time wh en the problems seem in-
soluble. In this sens e, reservations are 
warrant ed as to the abil ity of rural-oriented 
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county gover nments t o cope wi th an ticipa t ed 
dev e l opmen t due to res ervoir con s t r uct ion. 
The State 
At l eas t seven state agencies are con-
cer ned with wa t er re sourc e deve lopmen t. 
Although few ar e concerned with grant-in-aid 
programs, which often r esult i n a l ack of pro-
gram coordination at the local l evel , ther e is 
always the possibility of duplication and l ack 
of coordination between s tate agencies (a s itua-
tion not unfamiliar to f ederal governmental 
agenc ie s ). The state administration is aware 
of this problem and ha s ac t ed to combat it by , 
among other things, forming an inter-agency 
council dealing with recr eation. 
Water Resources Board.--The Missouri Water 
Resources Board was created in 1961 "for the 
purpose of coordinating data collection and 
developing a water plan for the s tate, [and to 
provide] continuity and expanded activity in 
the water field. 11 1 It is charged with the task 
of developing "a compr ehensive long-range plan 
for water [for the] social and economic better-
ment of the s tat e. 11 2 In this endeavor, the 
Board i s enabled to collec t all pertinen t data 
and to obtain assistance from other s t ate agen -
cies. Furthermore, the Board has been assigned 
the activities "of regional planning through 
thr ee major basin inter-agency committees, re-
vi ew of federal water r esource projects affect-
ing Missouri, and the review of plans develop ed 
by water conservancy districts." The Water 
lstate of Missouri, Official Manual, 1963-
1964, Pr e par ed by Warren E. Hearnes , Secretary 
of State, 1963, p. 339. 
2Ibid. 
Resources Board provides a clearing house of 
information on data relating to water. 
Missouri Division of Geological Survey 
and Water Resources.--The first office was 
created in 1853, but was discontinued during 
and after the Civil War for lack of funds. 
It was reestablished in 1889 as the Bureau 
of Geology and Mines. The name was changed 
to Geological Survey and Water Resources in 
1933. The Water Resources Branch, one of 
five branches, is concerned with studying 
both ground and surface waters in cooperation 
with the United States Geological Survey. 
Together with the Corps of Engineers, local 
drainage districts, cities, and utility com-
panies, the Water Resources Branch maintains 
data for "navigation, determination of water 
power, flood control, sanitation, land drain-
age, design of bridges, culverts and levee s , 
and for other engineering problems. 111 
State Park Board.--In 1917 steps were 
taken to initiate a system of state parks. 
The present Board was established by an act 
of the legislature in 1953, and replaces the 
original ex officio Board which included the 
Governor, Attorney General, and Director of 
the Conservation Connnission. The present 
Board consists of five individuals appointed 
by the Governor. 
To finance the park system, twenty-five 
percent of the funds received from the sale 
of hunting and fishing licenses is dedicated 
to ''purchasing, improving and maintaining •. 
suitable real estate ... for the recreation 
of the people of Missouri. 11 2 At present, the 
libid., p. 327. 
2Ibid., p. 367. 
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Board operates thirty-three parks containing 
71,602 acres of land, plus several historic 
shrines. 
Water Pollution Board.--The Missouri Water 
Pollution Board, consisting of six members 
appointed by the Governor, was established in 
1958. It is responsible for administering the 
Water Pollution Law3 and cooperates with the 
Federal Water Control Agency in administering 
federal grants to cities and villages. "The 
Board surveys the waters of the state and 
develops water quality objectives which are 
valuable to cities and industries. 114 Other 
designated tasks of the Board are to prepare 
and implement a plan for reducing and prevent-
ing pollution, and to establish priorities for 
local projects using federal funds. "Primary 
emphasis is placed on the reduction of pollu-
tion in rivers used as a source of public water 
supply. 11 5 Construction plans for municipal and 
industrial sewerage systems must be approved by 
the Board, and permits are issued before opera-
tion is allowed. 
State Highway Connnission.--The State 
Highway Commission is not directly concerned 
with water resource development, but becomes 
involved when impoundments are created. Roads 
must be constructed to permit access to im-
poundments, or parks abutting impoundments, 
and in some cases highways must be relocated. 
The Highway Connnission is composed of six mem-
bers appointed by the Governor, and the State 
Geologist as an ex officio member. 6 Sources 
3Chapter 204, RSMo. 1959. 
4Ibid., p. 709. 
5 Ibid. 
6Ibid., p. 847. 
of revenue for the Corrnnission are motor vehicle 
fees and use tax, motor fuel taxe s , truck and 
bus fees, and f ederal aid. 
Department of Conservation.--The Depart-
ment of Conservation is headed by a corrnnission 
consisting of four nonpartisan members 
appointed by the Governor for six-year terms. 
Since 1936 the Corrnnission has been charged 
with "the responsibility of conserving and 
restoring the state's wildlife and fore s t re-
sources.l The department is divided into 
three principal divisions: (1) fish and game, 
(2) forestry, and (3) field activities. 
Finances come from appropriations, sale of 
hunting and fishing licenses, federal aid, 
and other monies derived from the administra-
tion of forest and wildlife resources. 
Because of its action programs in wildlife 
and fisheries management, rural fire protec-
tion, and multiple-use management of forest 
lands, the Department of Conservation is deeply 
involved in outdoor recreation for the public. 
Division of Corrnnerce and Industrial 
Development.--The Corrnnission heading this 
division includes six members, three from each 
political party appointed by the Governor. 
The division was created "for the purpose of 
promoting the development of the State of 
Missouri and all of its resources in order to 
provide a dynamic and balanced economy for 
the state. 112 The division presently is 
assigned to the Department of Business and 
Administration, and is divided into five sec-
tions: (1) aviation, (2) industrial develop-
ment, (3) recreation, (4) information, and 
(5) planning and museum. At least thre e 
lrbid., p. 345. 
2 Ibid. , p. 319. 
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sections are directly concerned with water re-
source development--industrial development, 
recreation, and planning. The industrial devel-
opment section emphasizes economic development 
in the state, working jointly with the recrea-
tion section in promoting industrial and rec-
reational use of water resources. The planning 
section at present is primarily concerned with 
processing federal planning grants to municipal-
ities and providing technical planning assist-
ance. The planning section is also directed to 
develop a state plan, and because of this activ-
ity is concerned with regional planning, includ-
ing recreational projects. 
Inter-Agency Council for Outdoor Recrea-
tion.--Because of the increase in demand for 
outdoor recreation facilities, Congress has 
passed an act making funds available for this 
purpose (The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965). 3 The fund derives revenue from 
user fees at fed eral recreation areas, the sale 
of surplus federal property and existing federal 
taxes on motor boat fuel. Sixty percent of the 
monies are reserved for allocation to the states 
on a matching basis. Of the money received by 
a state, fifty percent "must be allocated to 
counties and municipalities for the acquisition 
and development of public outdoor recreation 
areas and facilities.4 The counties and 
municipalities also must provide matching funds. 
Before federal funds are made available a 
state must have prepared an acceptable plan for 
outdoor recreation. Missouri prepared such a 
3P.L , 88-578. 
4Joseph Jaeger, Jr., Executive Secretary 
of the Inter-Agency Council for Outdoor Recrea-
tion, "Outdoor Recreation on th e Move in 
Missouri," Missouri Municipal Review, November 
1965, p. 231. 
plan under the leadership of the Conservation 
Department, and was one of the first to have 
its preliminary plan accepted. Two million 
dollars were made available to the State in 
October 1965. 
Since passage of the federal Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act, the Missouri 
General Assembly passed legislation establish-
ing an Inter-Agency Council for Outdoor Recrea-
tion to administer the funds made available to 
government units. The Council is composed of 
representatives from state agencies concerned 
with recreational resources, and is coordinated 
by an executive secretary appointed by the 
Governor. Although a preliminary recreation 
plan has been approved for Missouri, a more 
detailed and comprehensive plan must be pre-
pared for the State to continue to be eligible 
for federal funds. Plans are now underway by 
the council to prepare such a plan. 
To the extent that recreation projects 
come under the scrutiny of the Inter-Agency 
Council, coordination should be achieved. 
However, projects developed by counties, 
municipalities, or private developments which 
do not utilize Land and Water Conservation 
funds could conceivably not be coordinated 
with the state plan. 
Land and Water Conservation allotments 
may be used to develop local governmental rec-
reation areas in the Meramec Basin, but these 
same funds may not be used to finance the non-
federal share of the Corps of Engineer's 
projects. 1 
lTelephone interview with Joseph 
Jaeger, Jr., December 17, 1965. 
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Other State Agencies.--The Division of 
Health, through its Environmental Services 
Unit, "carries out the specialized phases of 
public health programs in water supply, swim-
ming pools, general sanitary engineering .•. 11 2 
and is indirectly concerned with water develop-
ment projects. Likewise, the Boat Commission 
has an interest in lake development, since its 
purpose "is to provide boating safety for the 
state through registration inspection, educa-
tional programs and legal enforcement. 113 
In summary, there is no question concern-
ing the State's ability to provide funds for 
the non-federal share of the Corps projects in 
the Meramec Basin. However, there may be some 
question as to whether or not the state govern-
ment will indeed appropriate or provide the 
needed funds. Although non-federal funds for 
recreation costs are not required for the 
Meramec and Union reservoirs (the first to be 
constructed) funds will be required for water 
supply storage costs. For the other contem-
plated reservoirs, local financing for recrea-
tion costs and water supply storage are 
required. The Governor is aware of these 
financial needs and has indicated the State 
will assume its responsibilities in the matter. 4 
As yet, however, no specific plan for financing 
the local share has been made public (i.e., 
legislative appropriation and/or user fees). 
Another possibility for providing non-
federal funds is use of monies derived from a 
bond issue. Because the current budget does 
2official Manual, State of Missouri 
1963-1964, p. 688. 
3Ibid., p. 991. 
4st. Louis Post-Dispatch, October 16, 1965. 
not include sufficient monies for capital 
improvements (education and highways), the 
Governor has indicated that a sizable state 
bond issue may be necessary shortly. In this 
event, the legislature could stipulate that a 
part of the monies derived by this method, 
assuming voter approval, could be used for 
the local contribution. Providing the non-
federal monies in this manner, however, may 
not be realized because of the tremendous 
demand for educational facilities and high-
ways. 
The one crucial area where the State can-
not act is in implementing master plans. The 
State can make plans for recreational develop-
ment, but it cannot implement them with zoning 
power, because it does not have this power. 
Therefore, any zoning that is accomplished 
will have to be achieved by municipalities, 
counties or other local units--the levels of 
government traditionally empowered to zone. 
In assessing the financial and planning-
zoning capabilities of private organizations, 
local units of government, and state govern-
ment, several statements can be made: 
1. Private organizations such as the Meramec 
Basin Association are incapable of pro-
viding the necessary non-federal funds, 
and are not legally constituted to con-
trol development. 
2. Municipalities are capable of providing 
a substantial share of the non-federal 
funds needed, and have planning-zoning 
powers. However, they have no extra-
territorial power to zone. This makes 
municipalities an ineffective level of 
government to rely upon for controlling 
development in the Basin. 
3. Counties can provide all local funds 
needed for Corps projects, and they also 
have planning-zoning power. Few in the 
Basin have voted to adopt planning and 
zoning, however, and there is consider-
able doubt whether all will, or whether 
coordination can be achieved if they do. 
Also, except for St. Louis County, the 
county governments are inadequately 
structured to cope with urban problems. 
4. The state government is capable of fur-
nishing all non-federal funds needed. 
The major problem with respect to state 
government is lack of zoning powers. It 
is incapable at present of adequately con-
trolling expected development in the 
Basin. Another problem is the number of 
agencies concerned with water resource 
development and management. It is hoped 
present efforts at coordination will be 
continued. 
It is obvious from the above that financ-
ing is a concern, but perhaps of equal urgency 
is some arrangement whereby development can be 
controlled to reflect the public interest. 
None of the levels of government discussed are 
presently constituted adequately to protect 
the public from uncontrolled and irresponsible 
land development. Counties are in the best 
position to give this protection, but there is 
doubt whether they will all vote in planning 
and zoning, and whether they will coordinate 
ordinances and plans if they do. State legis-
lation could be passed requring the counties 
to plan and zone, but this may well be polit-
ically infeasible. Because of the rather weak 
governmental arrangement for implementation of 
controlled land use, the following section 
deals with other governmental structures that 
might be used for this purpo s e. 
OTHER TYPES OF GOVERNMENT AL UNITS FOR IMPLEMENTING 
AND COORDINATING PLANS FOR THE BASIN 
Special Districts 
The Missouri Conservancy District.--In 
1959, the 70th General Assembly of Missouri 
passed enabling legislation allowing creation 
of conservancy districts. The Act's objec-
tives are stated as follows: 
The purpose of this Act, and of any river 
basin conservancy district formed here-
under, is to enable the residents of pre-
scribed areas of the state to determine 
the need for, and have a voice in maintain-
ing and improving the water resources of 
such areas so as to alleviate floods, con-1 
serve water against drought, and develop 
the resources and wealth of the state for 
sanitary, domestic, agricultural, recre-
ational, business and industrial purposes, 
when the same may be conducive to the pub-
lic health, safety, convenience or general 1 
welfare, or for public use of benefit •• 
The legislation, then, allows creation of 
a special governmental subdivision to enable 
residents of a river basin to participate and 
have some control over decisions concerning 
water resources in their region. 
A district may be proposed by the peti-
tioning of one hundred resident freeholders 
from each of a majority of the counties in 
the Basin. After a public hearing, the cir-
cuit court of the largest Basin county can 
declare the district organized for purposes 
of a referendum. 2 Further procedures specify 
1Missouri General Assembly, An Act to 
Authorize the Creation, Organization and 
Operation of River Basin Conservancy Districts, 
SB No. 199, 70th General Assembly, 1959, p. 3. 
21bid., pp. 4-8. 
so 
that the circuit court then organize an election 
district commission, which is responsible for 
apportioning six districts and fixing a date 
for an election.3 
The enabling legislation grants broad 
powers to districts organized under the act; 
as cited in Section 20 of the statute, they 
include power to: 
1. Sue and be sued by its corporate name. 
2. Clean out, straighten, widen, alter, 
deepen or change the course or terminus 
of any ditch, drain, sewer, river, water-
course, pond, lake, creek, or natural 
stream within the district; fill up any 
abandoned or altered water-course; con-
centrate, divert, or divide the flow of 
water within said district. 
3. Purchase, acquire, hold, sell, convey, 
encumber, lease, control or use such land 
and personal property as may, by the 
board of trustees, be deemed necessary 
or convenient to enable it properly to 
carry out the purpose for which organized. 
4. Construct or contract for the construc-
tion of, and operate, maintain, preserve 
or supervise, engineering works and other 
works, improvements and facilities. 
5. Remove or change the location of any 
building, facility, or structures which 
interfere with such improvements within 
the district. 
30ne member of the board of trustees, the 
governing body, is elected from each district, 
and two additional trustees are appointed by 
the Governor for four year terms. 
6. Acquire any easement, riparian or other 
right, or cemetery within the district 
for right of way, holding basin or for 
any necessary purpose. 
7. Replat or subdivide land, open new roads, 
streets and alleys, or change the course 
of an existing one. 
8. Charge fees consistent with the purposes 
and services of the district. 
9. Levy taxes, issue bonds and incur indebt-
edness within the limitations prescribed 
by this act. 
10. Enter into contracts or other arrange-
ments with the United States government 
or any part thereof, with the state 
government or any part thereof, with pub-
lic corporations of this state or another, 
or with persons, for cooperation, finan-
cial aid or other assistance in construct-
ing, maintaining, using and operating the 
works or facilities of the district or 
the waters thereof, or in any other way 
in furthering the purposes of the dis-
trict under this act; and jointly or 
severally may purchase, lease or acquire 
land or other property in order to accom-
plish the purposes of this act or further 
the interests of the district. 
A district also has authority to condemn 
property and exercise the power of "excess 
condemnation." Furthermore, a district is 
required to prepare broad general plans or 
detailed parts thereof, for the purposes for 
which the district was created 111 (with manda-
tory referral to the proper state agency for 
review). It should be noted, however, that 
the legislation does not provide the district 
with adequate zoning power. It can replat or 
subdivide land, but it is assumed this author-
ity only applies to land that has been acquired 
by the district. 
As to financial potentialities, the dis-
trict can levy a one-mill tax annually for 
three years for the purpose of paying the 
libid. p. 37. 
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expenses of organization, preliminary surveys 
and plans, and other incidental expenses. In 
addition, it can levy another one mill per annum 
for operations and administration, and this can 
be raised to two mills per annum for one year 
by a majority vote, or for four years by a two-
thirds vote. General obligation bonds may also 
be issued by a two-thirds vote if an official 
plan has been approved. However, bonded indebt-
edness may not exceed "an amount equal to five 
per centum of the assessed valuation of taxable 
tangible property in the district ... 
In summary, the conservancy district leg-
islation was passed to enable river basins to 
be developed with the aid of the local citi-
zenry. The district legislation has many advan-
tages including: (1) adequate geographic size, 
(2) ability to finance the local contribution 
needed for basin development, (3) adequate 
powers of condemnation and planning, and (4) 
relatively easy initiation. The major power 
lacking is authority to zone most unincorpo-
rated lands. However, it does have planning 
powers and could employ its own staff or con-
tract for planning. 
A further drawback is that the Law express-
ly prohibits inclusion of a city of 450,000 or 
more population, or any county containing a 
city of 450,000 or more inhabitants. The word-
ing is such that Kansas City, the City of 
St. Louis, and Jackson County cannot become a 
part of a district, but St. Louis County is 
not excluded. 
Special District Legislation of Other 
States.--If local participation and control 
are advantageous, the conservancy district has 
merit. However, the conservancy district is 
fundamentally designed for one function--water 
management. Other problems will arise in the 
Meramec Basin upon completion of the reser-
voirs--namely, those commonly associated with 
urban fringe areas. Increased use of the area 
for recreation will lead to growth problems 
among many of the municipalities, as well as 
along impoundments and highways. Also, the 
St. Louis metropolitan area will continue to 
spread westward, bringing with it problems 
typical of urban fringe areas. For these 
reasons, it may be desirable to expand the 
special district approach to include a wider 
r ange of powers (multi-purpose rather than 
single purpose). For this reason, the follow-
ing paragraphs deal with multi-purpose dis-
tricts. (It should be noted, however, that 
there is at present no Missouri legislation 
allowing creation of multi-purpose special 
districts.) 
Multi-Purpose Special Districts.--Multi-
purpose districts have not been widely used, 
but Connecticut, South Carolina, Michigan, 
Colorado, and California have enabling legis-
lation for their creation. Connecticut has 
two types of multi-purpose special districts.1 
The first is limited to non-city areas and can 
perform a variety of functions including street 
lighting and sprinkling, fire protection, tree 
planting and care, sidewalk building, storm 
and sanitary sewer constructions and mainte-
nance, police protection, garbage and refuse 
collection and disposal, and building-line 
control. The alternative type is described 
as follows: 
The second kind of Connecticut junior city 
district is the improvement association. 
Located mainly in summer resorts near ocean 
1John C. Bollens, Special District Govern-
ments in the United States (Los Angeles: Uni-
versity of California Press, 1957), pp. 106-7. 
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or lake, these associations are all founded 
on individual special legislative acts and 
differ considerably in the powers alloted 
them. Many are authorized to carry out a 
broad range of functions. Included are nui-
sance control, police protection, fire pro-
tection, street lighting, business regula-
tion, dock and breakwater construction, 
harbor dredging, and waterfront, pier, and 
bathhouse regulation. Furthermore, several 
of the associations are empowered to pass 
zoning ordinances.2 (emphasis added) 
Therefore, the second type comes quite 
close to fitting anticipated needs in the 
Meramec Basin. It is primarily for resort 
areas, and has a broad range of powers includ-
ing the power to pass zoning ordinances. 
In South Carolina, the multi-purpose 
district (known as the public service district) 
is created by special act of the legislature. 
Those in existence have broad powers including 
fire protection, sewage disposal, sanitary 
regulation, drainage, street lighting, street 
cleaning, garbage collection and disposal, 
water supply, and recreation. At least one 
district can enforce zoning regulations. They 
can also levy taxes, collect service charges, 
and issue bonds after voter approval. 
In Colorado, the "metropolitan district" 
provides a variety of functions for urban 
fringe areas. The intent is to prevent pro-
liferation of special districts in metropolitan 
areas. Under the act, a constituted district 
can provide sanitation, water, fire protection, 
and police protection. The legislation also 
permits a "metropolitan district" to 
license, tax, regulate, or prohibit hucksters, 
pawnbrokers, amusement places, junk dealers, 
and the transportation or storage of inflam-
mable or dangerous materials. It can also 
2rbid., p. 107. 
provide public libraries and parks and 1dopt 
a mast er plan for physical development. 
(emphasis added) 
The "community service district" in 
California is unique in that it "may embrace 
territory in the unincorporated portions of 
mor e than one county. 11 2 The services it can 
provide include water supply sewage disposal, 
garbage collection and disposal, drainage, 
fir e pr otect ion, recreation, police protection, 
street lighting, and mosquito abatement. It 
can also tax, det ermine rates and charges, 
accept contributions and issue bonds after 
gaining voter approval. 
Conclusions 
Two alternatives for providing govern-
mental solutions to the problems of local 
financ e and uncontrolled development in areas 
like the Meramec Basin are: (1) the conserv-
ancy district, and (2) the multi-purpose dis-
trict. Advantages of the fir st include: 
(a) Existence of enabling legislation, mak-
ing it possible to form a district with-
out General Assembly action. 
(b) Relatively easy initiation. 
(c) Adequate taxing powers. 
(d) Superior geographic s i ze (compared to 
counties and municipalities). 
(e) Adequate powers of condemnation and 
planning. 
The major disadvantages of the conservancy 
district are: 
(a ) Lack of inadequate zoning power. 
(b) Inadequate authority to cope with 
service problems associated with urban 
fringe areas. 
An alternative governmental so lution 
would be the multi-purpose district. This 
approach is used by several states and allows 
libid., pp. 108- 9 . 
2Ibid., p. 109. 
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a specia l district to provide a wide variety 
of service s . Controlled deve lopment in the 
Basin will r equire both regulation and munici-
pal-type services. Because of this, the com-
prehens ive powers of a multi-purpose district 
are cons id er ed a major advantage. 
The major disadvantage of the multi-
purpose di s trict is the present lack of en-
abling legislation in Missouri as we ll as the 
anticipated difficulties in gaining such leg-
islation. Because multi-purpose districts 
approximate cities and villages in their 
powers, it is likely that municipal officials 
would oppo se such legislation. Arguments 
would probably be rais ed to the effect that 
counties and municipalities be given additional 
powers to cope with the type of problems dis-
cussed above. This is a valid argument, but 
municipalities would have to gain extra-
territorial powers, and counties would have 
to have authority to provide municipal type 
services. The difficulties in counties and 
municipalities gaining these powers might, 
however, exceed the difficulty associated with 
pas sing multi-purpose district legislation. 
Furthermore, granting c ounties and municipal-
ities these powers still might not so lve the 
problem, for there would remain the problem 
of coordinating county planning and zoning. 
For these reasons, it is suggested that an 
achievable alternative may be amending the 
conservancy district legislation to allow 
effective zoning with the hope that additional 
amendments can be made as needed. 
Other Methods 
of Financing and Guiding Development 
Other l ess well known approaches of 
financing and guiding development have been 
proposed by those concerned with resource 
development, They are designed to permit the 
public to gain the monetary benefit from 
socially created values which accrue from 
public investment and also to assist in pub-
lic control and orderly development of an 
area. They can be grouped under the follow-
ing headings: (1) public purchase of land, 
(2) purchase of development rights by a pub-
lic authority, (3) preferential assessment, 
and deferred taxation. 
Public Purchase of Land.--The use of 
this technique is dependent upon a planning 
corrnnission which estimates the acres of land 
that will be needed for various types of 
development, such as residential, business, 
industrial, and recreational enterprises, 
The location of each type of land use also 
must be determined. A public body such as 
a development corrnnission or special district 
buys the land, builds the roads, water lines, 
sewage systems, power lines and makes other 
necessary improvements before selling it to 
individuals or private firms for further 
development according to specifications laid 
out by the controlling body. The receipts 
in excess of cost of purchasing the land can 
be used to pay the local share of construct-
ing public improvements such as reservoirs, 
parks, and roads. 
If satisfactory planning precedes develop-
ment, provisions can be made for open spaces 
for parks, playgrounds, and green belts as 
well as various sections that will be used 
for urban purposes, All of these plans will 
contribute to the scenic beauty of the area. 
The gains in land values which are socially 
created can be recovered directly for society 
when the publicly held land is transferred to 
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private hands. Land retained by the public 
for open spaces may be purchased in advance 
of actual need at a much lower cost than would 
prevail at the time of final development and 
utilization, Pending these developments, the 
land can be leased for agricultural or timber 
production. 
A major problem associated with this pro-
cedure is the decline in tax revenue for sup-
port of local units of government such as 
school districts and counties as land is pur-
chased. A large sum of money would be needed 
by the public body authorized to buy the land. 
Although this form of public action has 
been taken in a number of European countries 
on a very large scale, it would probably be 
politically unpopular in the United States. 
Public Purchase of Development Rights.--
An alternative to outright purchase of land 
by public authority or corrnnission is acquisi-
tion of development rights. Speculative values 
stem from potential urban or recreational de-
velopment of farm and forest land in fringe 
areas, Surrender of development rights would 
reduce the remaining value to approximately 
the capitalized value of the annual net return 
from the land when used for agricultural and 
timber production. The land would be available 
for agricultural and other uses until needed 
for urban use and the tax bill of the owner 
would continue to be based on the assessed 
value in its present use. 
The adoption of this procedure or outright 
purchase of land that is to be changed to a 
different use would accomplish the following 
objectives: (1) planned, orderly development 
of the area, (2) retention of land in its 
present use until needed for urban or recrea-
tional uses, (3) lower cost of public services 
due to reduction of scatteration, (4) eas ing 
of the t ax burden of private owners of farm 
and forest lands, and (5) public retention of 
gains in land values resulting from public 
expenditures. 
Preferential Assessment and Deferred 
Taxation.--This procedure can be carried out 
in harmony with strict zoning regulations. 
Until designat ed for a change in use, the 
value of the property would be closely re-
lated to the income derived from it in its 
present use. In the case of a rapidly develop-
ing area where new schools, roads, and other 
public improvements are needed, the cost of 
making them often exceeds the land income 
derived from current use. In order to pro-
vide the needed services, it may be necessary 
to l evy a tax on the gain in value that 
accrues when rezoned for more intensive use, 
such as residential, busines s , or recreational 
development. 
Under deferred taxation, the assessment 
of land that is left in forest or agriculture 
under zoning regulations is based on the capi-
talized value of the net rent income in these 
uses. Obviously this value should be kept on 
record along with the assessment that would 
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prevail at market value with use restrictions 
r emoved. The tax paid is based on the value 
of l and in current use . During the period 
that land remains in forest or agriculture, 
the county may find it necessary to sell 
interes t-bearing tax certificates to get reve-
nue currently needed for required public serv-
ices. When the land is so ld to a real estate 
developer or is transferred to urban or rec-
reational use by the owner, the difference in 
taxes determined by the two levels of assess-
ment becomes due and payable with interest 
from the time deferred taxation was applied 
to the property. A tax can be placed on the 
capital gains for the purpose of paying a part 
of the local cost of dam construction and 
other improvements necessary for the transfer 
to more intensive use. 
It is possible that one or more of the 
procedure outlined here could be used to pay 
a part of the development cost that will be 
charged to the local corrnuunity as the resources 
of the Meramec Basin are changed to residential, 
recreational, and business uses . They are pre-
sented here as ideas, primarily for discussion 
purposes. Considerable ground work would have 
to be done to gain public acceptance before the 
proposals could be made functional, but those 
who feel these ideas have merit can study them 
in greater depth. 
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